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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

-~
-

My commitment tg,writé this book evolved in a curiously
indirect fashion. In the fall of 1979 I was invited by

- historian R%pert A. Divine of the University of Texas at

Austin to participate in a symposium designbd td explore
research and h1sto§1ography on the Johnson adm1n1strat1on

- The, sympos1um was sponsored. by the iyndon Baines Johnson

Foundation and my topic was co]]ectibe violence. 1\But during
my first week of research in the LBJ Library, I qujckly .
became fascinated by the rich documentary evidence on the
domestic policy process, and especia}]y on the secret Johnson
task forces. So what began as an essay on co11ective‘yio=
lence evolved into a r%ther schizophrenit eégay on education,
youth, and violence, and. eventually the force of both ogic
and evidence forced a ‘divorce into'two seper;té.essays,"one
on violence and one on education as a case study in the

~

. 11 had been co-director, with policitcal scientist Ted
Robert Gurr, of the Historical and Comparative Task Force of
the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of-
V1o1ence in_1968-69. Gurr and 1 co-edited Violence in
America (wash1ngton u.s. GovernmentvPr1nt1ng/Of?ice, 19697,
which was also published in hardcover by Praeger and in

.paperback by Bantam and New American Library. In 1979 a

Egprough1y,revised edition was published by Sage.

4 ‘ . -
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po11cy/orocess 2’ "My essay entitled "The Transformation -of

Federdl Education’ Policy" was,' published as- chapier five in
Robert A. %D1V1ne 3 antho1og/’\£xp1or1ng the Johnson Years.3
As my Un1vers1ty of Maryland colleaque Fred Wirt exc1a1med to
we ’"Ne1come to the politics of education!" And: as Wilbur
Cohen was fond of ‘'wryly observing, everybody was an expert on
educat1on, since everybody had gone to school.

Butdanother generous grant-in-aid of research from the
LBJ Foundation 1n 11980 a11owed me to return to Austin to
‘continue my research, and most 1mportant of all, in 1081 I
received a two-year -research grant from the National
Inst1tute -of Education that enabpled me to complete the”
research ?p the Johnson and Kennedy L1brar1es the National
Archives, the Office of Educat1on archives in the Education
Library of the NIE, to conduct 19 interviews, read 30 oral
histories, and ultimately to write the ~§00k Hence I am
deeply indebted to a lot of he1pfu1 people. In addition to
Robert Divine in Austin, I‘*mu§f°*m;it1on. the unfailingly
helpful Nancy Smith and Linda 'Hanson, who'as archivists at
the fBJ Library patienf{y helped me to learn to ask the r{oht
questions.  Wilbur Cohen graciously encouraged me to ask
critical questions. The staff archivists at the John F.
Kennedy Library and at the Nationdl Arch1ves were no less
helpful, as were the staff 11brar1ans at the Un1vers1ty of
Maryland Baltimore County, and Joanne Cassel at the NIE

Library, who was  especia11y helpful. in exp1oring. the .

¢

2The essay on collective violence was published, as "On
Riots and Riot Commissions: Civil Disorders in the 1960's,"
The Public Historian (Summer 1980), 7-27.

3(Austin: University of Texas Press), 155-84.
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resaurces'ahéi]ab]e“through ERIC, and Dr. Cgiﬂé::he Heath's

- exceptiona] ‘collection. My energetic research assistants,
'CharTés "Harrison’ and William ‘LevineyJ were . essential to

keeping me on my t1metab1e..

At the NIE my- prOJect of ficer, Gracé Masta141, together
with her co11eaguEs, Donald Burnes and Lana Muras in, 'mgpe my
two years on "the NIE‘grant a p1easureab1e profess1onéﬂ cir-

,cumstance from wh1ch.I_sha11 perhaps not recover in ;hese

lean modern.times 9uring the 1980 1982 period "1 enjoyed
two rather d1fferent institutional” associations in washmg-=
ton. One was a year as a Research Associate with the Ameri-
can Counc11 on Education, which provided me with general

d special mention must be made
of Sheldon™ Steinbach, Charles/ Saunders, and Robert Atwell at

. . oL :
access to that marve]ouszho]d%;?rtompany‘Gf éducation assogi-

~the ACE. Additionally, . during 1980-82 1 was. appointed
‘Visiting Associate Scholar at ’j?e American * Enterprise
h

Institute for Public Policy Researc
Howard Penniman, Austin Ranney, Denn1s Doy]e, Sid Moore, Tom

where my AEI co11eagues

Mann, and Norman Ornstein contr1buted to an . unusually

: st1mu1at1ng intellectual atmosphere - while Randa Murphy so
. competently ran the place. 1 also enjoyed discussions with
Paul” Hi11 at RAND,! and Henry Aaron and Charles Schq]tze at

Brookings. 'In.a1¥/q§ of my personal interviews, as Tisted.in
the Essay on Method and Sources, my questions were responded

‘to with becoming candor.

The entike manuscr1pt was read and criticized by six

scholars whose expertise ranges across a broad spectrum that

includes ‘American po]it1ca1 history, the h1story .of - educa-
tion, political sc1ence, and public po11cy research These
were poJ1t;ga1 sc1ent1st Thomas Cronin of Colorado College,

¥




historian (and brother) Otis Graham of the Univeréity of

North Carolina at Chapel Hill, h1stor1ans John Jeffries and

-James Mohr in my own department at UMBC, policy scientist

- George LaNoue of UMBC, and historian of-edugat1on Marshall"

Smith of the- University of Wisconsin at Madison. They

clearly are not responsible for 1any errors of fact or

N

- Judgment.

Finally, 1 acknow1edge the’ steady sk111 of Fran Kendz
and James "Barney" Bohanan at the Profess1ona1 Typ1ng Service
in Columbia, Maryland. They initiated me into the rewriting
JOyS of word processors and floppy d1sq§

L“wg I do not have to thank my wife, Janet- Gorman Graham,

'here. For to her 1 dedicate the whole book.

Hugh Davis Graham _
~ University of Mary]and‘“
Baltimore County
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INTRODUCTION

EDUCATION, PUBLIC POLICY, AND HISTORY

.

The Federal Role in Education '.~, . v .
' Th¥s is a book about the extraordin&ﬁyTfran§formation

of federaT education policy durjng the 1960s. Pripr to that
decade, one of the most unique attributes of American society

had been the tenacity with which the United States, unlike
most nations, had resisted @ national education po]jcy,‘ The
U.S. was born in revo1t‘against a British co]onia1‘regime
thét>wasfneasserting central authority, and at the heart of
classjcal Jeffersonian liberalism was a fear of "central

power.  The Founders assumed that "the education of American

children would remain a chief concerh?of parent and church,

. Wwith its public ambit reserved to the states exclusively.
Article X -capped the Bill of Rights. by Tnfefentia11y insist-

ing upon the nqnfederg] character of American education;
which was conspicuously omitted in the Constitution as a
legitimate concern of the national government. From the
turmoil of ﬁeconstructfon, emerged what might have been a
turning point: - the U.S. Office of Education. But it existed
for “a century as a kind of bastard child, an objéct of h

| bureaucratic ridicule in Washington, skeleton-staffed by

o~
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- -
tﬁirdnrate educat1on1sts“ who compited obscure stat1st1ca1
reports that gathered dust. 1 ‘ . < o

Even as they resisted centralizagion, however,
Americans cdntinued‘to regard education as the'keystone to
the American democratic experiment, to the Americgnizatioh of
a nation of immigrants. Indeed, federaT aid to education
predates the Constitution.2 It was explicitly encouraged by
the Congress of the Confederat1on in the Survey Ordinance of
1785 and the Northwest 0rd1nance of 1787, Las a way of
encourag1ng educat1on and as a means of acce]erat1ng the sale

of public lands. Although 1and was - far too p1ent1fu1 for

such an approach to be effect1ve the continuity of this

.policy extended for a century and a half, through the

statehood acts for Hawaii and A]aéfe.' Land being the chief
historic form of federal wealth, the federal -government
granted a total of 98.5} million acres to the states for

8

Iror the troubled early history of the U.S. Office of

‘Education, see Donald R. Warren, To Enforce Educatign

(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1974). -As Warren' S
title suggests, he is a part1san of a vigorous USOE, but-his
documentary research is super1or to the largely descr1pt1ve
journalism of Harry. Kursh in The Un1ted State 0ff1ce of
Education (Ph11ade1ph1a Chilton, 1965]).

2p useful survey is Sidney W. Tiedt, The Role of the
Federal Government.in Education ‘(New York: oxford, $496@L

See also Homer D. Babbidge, Jr. and Robert M. Rgﬁenwe1g, The
Federa1 Interest in Higher Bducation (New Yorks McGraw-HiTT,

'( sh1ngton

82); and The H1§tor1c and Current Federal Role in- Educat1qn

... U.S. Government Pr1nt1ng Office, 19617,
which is a report prepared by Charles A. Quattlebaum of the
Legislative Reference Service of- the Library of Congress at
the request of Senator Wayne Morse, who chaired the
subcommittee on education. of the. Senate Committee on Lébor
and Pub11c Ne1fare .

M"*‘u




supporting the public §choo1s. ‘ Federal assistance was
. ' extended to higher education by the Morrill Act of 1862 and'
. was further reinforced in 1890 (second Morrill Act), 1914
"(smith-Lever Act), and 1917 (Smith-Hughes Act). These acts =,
funded the new land graﬁf' co11e§es' for ‘thé’ expansion of
agricul tur tension and provided for mechanical-vocational
training ﬁdme economics programs in high schools. The~
World War II period brought thei"ﬁmpacted" aid of the Lanham .
Act in 1940, for school distrf?%s overburdened by nontaxed '
military installations, and the "G1 Bi11 was passed in 1944,
Finally, the Cold War brought tﬁ%ﬁﬁgtiona1 Science Foundation
Act of 1950 and, in response to Sputnik, the path breaking -~
‘National Defense Educagion Act of 1958 (NDEA) to stimulate
‘education in science, engineering, foreign languages, and
mathematics.3 In shor;, the fgﬂéﬁa] government was'c1ear1y
1 willing to provide categpricaf%gid, especially in times .of
S national crisis. BJt-attempts to enact more deneral aid
programs foundered on constitutional objections, the church-
state issue, fear of loss of local control, partisan wrang-
1ing and, beginning in the 1950s, the controversy over school

- s

_ 3An excellent analytical summary of the evolution of
federal aid from the Lanham Act through the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of the 1965 is Norman C.
Thomas, Education in National Politics (New York: McKay,
1975), ch. 2. The Lanham formuTa Tor impacted.aid in lieu of
taxes, which in 1950 was extended through Public Law 81-815
for school .construction and through Public Law 81-874 for
operating expenses, became highly popular with Congress and

" -public school beneficiaries because it imposed virtually no
federal controls, it was easy and inexpensive to administer,
and its aid was widely distributed.




.S

desegregation A Thrqughout the 1long history of federal
categorica] aid, ‘each successive categoricé1 act tended to
- create and nuture its own constituency - farmers, mechanics, ~
home economists, veterans, scientists and engineers - rather
° than create a breakthrough towardﬂmore generalized federal
assistance foq school children and cq11ege students.
[q, The debate. over general federal aid had been
“accelerated by the discovery .during the two world wars of
%eggdespread 1111teracy among the conscripts, by the postwar*
baby boom flooding the classrooms 1n .the 1950s and reach1ng
college age in the 1960s, and by * the alleged increasing
inability of Jocal tax resources to meet these challenges.
Between 1945 and 1965, 80 m1111on new Americans were born,
and the demograph1c consequences for the overburdened schools
became 1ncreasing1y clear. By the end of the 19%05 both the
Roper and Gallup polls showed an increase from two-thirds to-
three-quarters of Americans favoring outright federal ass1s-
tari'ce,5 and the public record showed that most members of
Congress, both Republican and Democratic administrations, and

4Historic resistance to general federal aid is

reflected in the defeat of the Hoar, Perce, and Burnside

-bills of the 1870s, the Blair bills of the 1880s, and the

Smith-Tower bill of'1919. See Gordon C. Lee, The Struggle

for Federal Aid (New VYork: Teachers College, Columbia

Un1vers1ty Bureau of Publications, 1949); and Anne Gibson

. Buis, "An Historical Study of the Federa] Government in the

B Financ1a1 Support of Education" (Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio
- " State University, 1953). - .

g Spobert Bendiner, Obstacle Course on Capitol Hill (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1964 36-37. Bendiner's Journalistic
indictment of congress1o a1 obstructionism concentrates on
the failed elementary and secondary aid bills.

|
|
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the major educational organizations . endoréed more general
federal aid in some form.6 Yet“by 1960, no genera] bi11 had -

~

become, law. ‘
The Kennedy administration pressed vigorously for

federal aid during 1961-63, but the political sources of -

objection te the various forms such aid might take became so

;fﬁ'locked 1nto 1ntrans1gent pattenns of res1stance and mutual
| “iveto that the Kennedy program was wide1y branded by -,
"'"ﬁoﬁtemponar1e§’hs a "f1asco, By 1962, a sympathetic study
‘~':of the«1ong quest for genera] federal aid stf§1 ‘concTuded ~

~with® deep pessimism that the prospects for generdT e1ementary
and secondany aid, which had seemed $0 br1ght in 1960, were-

now exceedingly d1m 7 Then came the Kennedy f}§ass1nation,

the. successful: Johnson drive to enact the major Kennedy
reform proposa]s 1n.1964, the Democratic landslide against
éonwater, and consequent}y, the dramatic breakthrough for
federal school aid in 1965. This breakthrough was exploited

by the Johnson administration skilTfully @ﬁd relentlessly, .
even when the momentum of the Great Society was sapped by the.
. congressional elections of 1966 the escalation ofy the

Vietnam War, the continued sp1ra1 of inflation, and ghétto
and’ campus r1ot1ng By the end of 1968, the major new
federa] commitments were in p1ace. the landmark E1ementary
and Secondary Education Act and the Higher Education Act of

1965; the National _Endowments for the Arts and the

-

6James 'L. Sundquist,”, Politics -and Policy: The
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson Years (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings, 1968, 156.

p/A ¢
Terank J. Munger and Richard F. Fenno, National

Politicis and Federal Aid to Education (Syracuse: Syracuse

University Press, 1962).
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<




“

Humanities, Teacher Corps, Head Start, Foliow Through,
guaranteed sfudent loans,—college work-stidy, scholarships
for the needy, school breakfasts, public television, aid for
school construction,. developing - institutions, the
handicapped, community colleges, bilingual education -- it

. was a binger harvest.

During the 1960s, federal aid to schools and‘co11egesA

surged from $1.8 billion to more.than $12 billion annually,
with the most’ n0ye1 and striking increases flowing to
elementary and secondary education (in 1960 such federal aid
amounted to about a half billion dollars; by 1970 this had
risen to about $3.5 billion).8 Federal educat1ona1 programs

‘proliferated '1ike Topsy, . from approximately 20 to 130,

scattered throughout more than a dozen departments and

agencies and more often than _not only m1n1ma1]ylcoord1nated,-

with one another. From the perspective of the 1980s, with
the Reagan administration seeking to reduce Sev‘re1y or even
dismantle much of this liberal program 1egacy jf the 1960s,

and in the wake of analyses of such change- or1ented programs
as ESEA Title I, it is difficult to recapture tﬁydexc1tement
of the partisans and social sc1ent1sts who drove the New
Frontier and Great Society programs through.

The Science of Public Policy and the Art of Archival History

The contribution of historical analysis to the policy
sciences has been remarkably absent in the literature of
policy studies, and there are some good reasons forfthis --
and also a few bad 6nes. In- an early definition of the

8Ra]ph W. Ty]er, "The Federal Ro]e in Education, in
The Public Interest (Summer 1974), 164. . .

@
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) <uto improve the process of policy-making.
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» 4 4 &
poTicy' sciences, pioneer Harold D. Lasswell described the
growing reaction of dinterdisciplinary policy scientists
against . the sociéa

sciences, hoping to draw together their diverse theories and

centrifugal specialization of the

research methods into a more unified body of analytical tools
But there was no
mention' of history in his and Daniel Lerner's anthology,
which contained 16 Ehapters addressed- variously to economics
and psychology, socia1 science theory, methods and statis-
tics, model building and game theory.9 During the vogue of
behavioralism in the 1950s and Qf'Eastonian systems analysis
in the 1960s, history's role -in policy research remained
By 1975, Stuart Nagel introduced Policy
Social = Sciences by. seeking a . maximum

similarly invisible.
- Studies and the
inclusion of cognate diséip1ing$ whose contribytion to pQTicy
' bee "Anthropdﬁogy,

analysis had been- margipa1 or unclear.

geography and history provide ‘a broader perspective over -

space and time than other social sciencés do," Nagel
"That Dkind of cross-cultural and historical
perspective can help to make policy ana]ysis less culture-
bound and less time bound."10 ‘But then he,concTuaed, ;;

oddly: i« '
the past can add a futurism element to policy studies.”

Historians adding futurism? Worse, by the late 1970s,- policy-

observed.

uite

A~

9Las'swe]], "The Policy Orientation," in Daniel Lerner
and Harold D. Lasswell, (eds) The Policy Sciences (Palo Alto:
Stanford University Press, 1951), con. 1.  The closest
approximation to history was an essay on national character
by Margaret Mead. -

105tyart s. Nagel (ed.), Policy Studies and the Social

"H%storians by extrapolating trends or analogyzing to

- Sciences (Lexington, Mass.: Heathy Y, Xii3.
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~ ana?ysts were growing 1ncreas1ng}y skeptical of their ability
to find workab]e solutions to the complex problems they were
unearthing. H1sto¥y, for instance, found a more substantial

entry in George Edwards and Ira Sharkansky, The Policy

Predicament, but Targely at the price of symbolizing the
source of the predicament -- the jnertia”of the past, the
‘conservative weight of inherited institutions.ll History
meant not the constructive perspective of historical
analysis, but rather the drag- of cont1nu1ty that frustrated
policy change. ) T
' The near invisibility of historical analysis in‘the
policy sciences was partly understandable because the chief
~goal of policy analysis was improving the rationality of the
flow ,of decision by identifying _the variables, meashring
their causal re]&fionship, and improving their  predicta-
bility. The historical mainstream had never c1aimed
predictive powers, and in any event, policy sc1ent1sts
confronted with policy crisis could scarely be expected to
wait around for historieal perspect1ve to mature. Their
“occasional .brief qenuf1ect1ons toward " history's Superior

perspective remained largely abstractions in the policy world.

until quite ,recently, when historians began to turn to
; queﬁfjons éijpo11cy evolution, largely in response to two
deveprments. One was the creation of new graduate programs
in "Pub]ic History," such as have been pioneered at the

;, Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a at Santa Barbara and at Carnegie-

~ Mellon University, and have since become models for

approximately 40 new public history graduate programs. These

11George & Edwar{% I1l and Ira Sharkansky, The Policy
oy

Predicament (San Francisco: W.C. Freeman, 1978),

e,
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programs often investigated the evolution of important and
hiteherto neg]ected state and local policies governing water
and power use, zoning, and the 1ike.12 A second source of
historical policy analysis, ongﬁ that has led .tp more
concentration on major .national issues, has been the
development of the presidential 1library system. 13 gt 4s
within th1s tradition of archival h1story that I write.

Arch1va1 history by definition enjoys advantages of

&
enhanced perspective, documentary specificity, and continuity

of policy frow (it concomitantly suffers someidﬁsadyantages,
such as faded or dead memories, missing or missed documents,
and blocked access.) -In theAsegtion that follows, I hope to
bring these.advantages forward in a brief, critical survey of

the major 1literature from the 1960s on federal educational’
. : - -e

~

-

12Of course historians have always 1nvest1gated the
evolution . of ' government policies, as in mi11tany and
d1p1omat1c and const1tuk1ona1 history, but rarely has such
research been used. by 1eg1s1at1ve or executive governing

‘bodies or ad hoc commissigns to help shape future policy

choice. 0One recent exception to %this pattern is the analysis

of collective violence in the 1960s; see Hugh Davis Graham,:

“On Riots and - Riot Commissions: Civil Disorders in the
1960s," The Public Historian (Summer 1980), 7-27; and H.D.
Graham and Ted Robert Gurr (eds.), Violence in America:

Historical and Comparative Perspectives (2 vols.; [
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969).

135ee Richard S. Kirkendall (ed+), The Truman.Peribd

as a Research Field (Columbia: University of Missouri Press,
1967); Reappraisal, 1972 (Columbia: University of Missouri

Press, 1974); and Robert A Divine (ed.), Exploring the
qu;son Years (Austion: University of Texas, 1981)

w.
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-/ ' policy.1%  That literature has obvious strengths. Helpful

v books by such respected analysts as Stephen Bailey, Edith '
Mosher, Eugene Eidenberg, Roy Morey,’ andwNorman-Thomas were
prompt and cbntemporany assessments, researched and written ( .
by scho1ar=pract1tioners who enjoyed pr1v11eged access to
policy actors whose memories were fresh. They were largely
exter'na‘l‘—1 stud1e§ of congressional, agency and constituent
group behavior. Their . case study methods combined
ledislative hear1ngs of agency and interest group test1mony
with customar11y anonymous interviews, which sought to

. maximize candor by masking sources. But theijneseapab1y
lack®d the perspective that only time could bring.- Their
anonymous interviews blocked the evidential specificity that
historians demahd' and the somewhat episodic quality of their
case studies encouraged Uoth a d1scont1nu1ty of progess and a
short- -rangéd view of - po11cy evo1ut1on - Neither their
approach nor mine is inherently superior to the other; both

| are needed. I h0pe to demonstrate that historians whé wait

for the archives to open have someth1ng 1mportant to offer .

4

4660 my essay, "The Transformation of Federal
Education Policy," in Divine (ed.), Exploring the Johnson
~  Years, 153-84.
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Executive Leadership and the Task Force Device

Now that the Kennedy and Johnson archives are open,lsf
this book will eenter on an internal ané]yéis of the primary
ar@hiéa] evidence that reveals the evolution of‘gducat{ona1

policy formulation from the perspective of the executive

" branch - i.e., the Presidency; the White Heuse nerve center;
the Bureau of the Budget (BOB); the Department.gbﬁ Health,
Education, and Welfare (DHEW); the U.S. Office of Education
. (USOE); their constituencies in the *wor1d' of American
educatjdn-aﬁd their 1inks to the Congress. While focusing on
'§ubstantive po]jcf in education, this analysis of the po1iEy
process will generally fef]ect the analytical paradigm of -the

" policy sciences, which has been concerned with the inter-
active process. of ‘policy origin, adoption, implementation,
and evaluation. Since my eQidence bears primarily on policy
wi
(except for agency reorganization) and evaluation to an
epilogud based on the sécoﬁdary literature since 1969, ;
. Finally, my Ceqiﬁz1 thréad"of continuity will be
.exécutivg planning thkough presidential task -forces. -The
-task force device was by no means novel to the 1960s, nd’?n

mainly confine my-treatment of policy implementation
Y - <

<

a

15g0th presidential archives have been officially
"open" since the early 1970s, and their education collec-
tions have generally been among the first to be processed.
The Johnson Library' officially opened with a symposium on
education in 1972, although no historian helped plan .the
symposium and no historian appeared on it -- see Kenneth W.
Tolo (ed.), Education A Nation: The Changing American

°r$§fll and ad0ption, on legislative agenda fo}hu1ation,, In

Commitment (Austin: TLyndon B. Johnsgn School of Public
Affairs, 1973). The papers of. the 'Nixon administration
remain closed <in the National Archives 4in Washington until

~ protracted litigation clarifies their‘stgtus.

y,




1960-61 President Kennedy employed a rather traditional
version of it when imfiediately after his election he and his
closest aides, especially Theoddre §oren§en,and Myer Feldman,
summoned scores of volunteer outside experts to form 29 task ’
forces in a crash program to sharpen policy priorities for
the transition.l® But the recommendations of the education
task farce, chaired by Purdue president Frederick’ff*ﬂﬁvde,
were widely reported in the media ;B January§\1961 and their
huge price tag caused g damaging ‘political backlash -- a fuct
that was not lost on Vice Pre51dent Lyndon Johnson. There-
after Kenned& confined his policy planning more closely to
the traditional "central clearance" process of 1eg1s1at1ve
agenda fornﬁﬁat1on whereby the agencies” routineTy generated
.theirsrecommendations through the cabinet officers for .cen-
;'tra1 cledrance via the Budget Bureau to the White House 17
And again traditionally, the pr1ce of the coordinating advan-‘
tage of centra] clearance tendeé to be the rather rout1ne
percolating up of legislative proposals from the agenc1es
through tiers of bureaucratic. filters ‘that produced incremen-
tal 1egis1ativeA recommendations rather than .bo1d policy
innovations -- a phenomenon also not lost on Vice bresident
Johnson, nor on the senior sFaff of the Budget Bureau.

~ 16The text of eleven of the major Kennedy task force
reports were early published in book form in New Frontiers of
the Kennedy Administration (Washington, D.C.: PubTic Affa&rs
Press, 1961). The 12th and final chapter, on "Internatio¥al
Frontiers,” is the text of Kennedy's inaugural address.

=

Yeor a survey of the evolution of central clearance,
7/ see Richard E. Neustadt, "The Presidency and Le§1s1at1on The

Growth' of Central Clearance," American Political Science
Review, 48 (1954), 641-71.

]

12




-

. oy
The Johnson Task Forces: Policy Innovation
. . In the spring of 1966 historian William Leuchtenburg
published in The Reporter a tantalizing article entitled "The
‘ﬁenesis of the Great Society."18 In it he described how in
the spring of 1964 President Johnson, anticipating both a )
landslide victory over Goldwater ﬁ%d overwheldming Democratic
dominance in the 89th Congress a year hence, decisively moved ,
e : to forge a reform program gf his own that could be presented
as legislative proposals to thg new Congress iﬁ.Janua(yg, In .
his "Great. Society" speech at the University of Michigan »

P . commencement on May 22, Johnsonasa1d; a . g{ ‘ -

o We are going to assemble the best thought and
/;) : the .broadest knowledge from all over the-world . &
. . 1 intend to establish working groups to prepare
~a series of White House conferences. and meetings "’
-z on the tities, on natural beauty,- on the
. quality of education, and on other emerging
.- ' - challenges. - And from these meetings and- from
' ‘these studies we will ?sgih' to set.our course
toward the Great Society.

~ From thds commitment sprang the Johnson task forces -
roughly 135 gf them, by gfcent count.20  Students of public

18yi119am E. Leuchtenburg, "The Genesis of the Great ,
Society," The Reporter (April- 21, 1966), 36-39. See also
‘ Adam Yarmolinsky, "ldeas Into Programs," The Public Interest
< (Winter 1966), 70-79. Patrick Anderson 7n The President's
Men (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1968), 334-34, credits
Richard Goodwin for pressing the task force jdeas on Johnson,
and Bill Moyers for organizational bprilliance in launching
them. ° '

190 h14c Papers of the President of the United States:
Lyndon Johnson I963-196%4, Book I (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1965), 705. For Johnson's retrospective
assessment of the task forces, see The Vantage Point:
Perspectives of the Presidency 1963-69 [New York: Holt,

Rinehart and Winston, 1971), 326-28.
(Continued) ‘
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administration have been qucinated by their strategic de-
Sign; which repfesehted an attempt by the President to short-
circuit of the normal, central-clearance process.21 As
?hi]]ip S. Hughes of " the Bureau of the Budget candidly
observed: ' '

. . The*task foree was ‘the basic tool which made
much- of the success of the Eighty-ninth Con- - A

' .. gress. The routine way to develop a legislative

. program has,  been to ask the Departments to gene- -
~ rate proposals. Each .agency sends. its ideas 8
through channels, which ‘means that the ideas are > |
~- Tlimited:by the imagination of the old-line agen- =~ = =

.4 - cies.- They tend to be repetitive -- the same : .

¥ proposals year after year. When the ideas of the
different agencies reach the departmental level,

\

2lthe leading student of-the‘fuﬁction of task forces
in policy formulation is Norman C. Thomas. See Norman C.

. Thomas and Harold Wolman, "Policy Formulation 1in  the
- Institutionalized Presidency: The Johnson Task Forces," in

Thomas E. Cronin and Sanford 1. Greenberg (eds.), The
Presidential Advisory System (New York: Harper and Row,
196Q); Thomas and Wolman,  "The Presidency and Policy
Forfislation: The Task. Force Device," Public Administration
Reviég,h‘29\ (September/October, 1969), 459-70; Thomas, . .
"Prestdéntial Advice and Information: Policy and Program
Formulation," Law and Contemporary Problems 35 (Summer 1970),

540-72; Cronin and Thomas, "Educational Policy Advisors and

the Great Society," Public Policy (Fall 1970), 659-86; and

_ Thomas, "Policy FormuTation for. Education: The Jphnson

Administration,"” Educational Researcher 2 (May 1973, 4-8; and
Nathan Glazer, "On Task Forcing," The Public Interest (Spring
1969), 40-45. :

¢
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alf kinds of objections are. raised, especially
objections that new notions may somehow infringe
on the rights of some dther agency in the depart-
ment. By the time a legislative proposal from a
department reaches the President, it's a pretty
'we11-compromised~product.zz

Thus the task force’ device was designed to interrupt the
normal bureaqératic flow, provide for ‘innovation, combat the
inherent ineftia and boundary-maintenance of the agencies,
and maximize the leverage of -~the President® (with' his
battalion of a thousahgbéhort-termvpo1itica1 appointees) over
the entrenched, permanent subgovernment (with its army of 2
1/2 million civiﬁ"s?rvants) backed by its constituency and
its cbngressiongﬁ‘a11ies.23 ;

As Leuchtenburg described the Johnson task forces,-
they would be coordinated‘%y Bill Moyers (and after mid-1965,
by JoseJh.Ca1ifaﬁo), who with Richard Goodwin, Myer Fe]dman,
Lee white,fwa1ter Heller, and Kermit Gordon, together with
Wilbur Cohen in DHEW, represented continuity withvthe Kennedy
task forces and subsequent policy- planning. Un]jke the
visible Kenhedy task forces, however, the Johnson task forces
fould be secrét. They would also be small and modestly
gtaffed, orjented to policy rather than politics, and would
1ink the administration to the university and practitioner

22Quoted in Leuchtenburg, j;enesis of the, Great

Society," 38.

23Two veterans of the Bureau have expressed sympathy
for the President's bureaucratic problem, yet are critical of
the task forces: William D. Carey, "Presidential Staffing in
the Sixties and Seventies," Public Administration Review 29
(September/October 1969), 450-58; and Harold Seidman,
Politics, Position, and Power: The Dynamics of Federal

Organization (New York? Oxford, 1970}, 90-91."

1
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world through an executéve secrefary_ from the government

(mainly from the Bureau of the Budget;{and a 11ason man from e
u

the White House staff. 24AJBy early June, ‘19564, Moyers and
Goodwin were brain- storm1ng on the prestfbe campuses and by

July 2, when Johnson*first briefed his Cab1net on the task

‘fOﬂEg_p1an, 15 were already at’ work, all but pone of them on

‘domestic mafters (whereas 15 of the 29 Kennedy tagk’?orces
- had been 'cW% erned with - nat1ona1 §gcur1ty and fore1gn
affairs). . $hile Johnson and ‘the Cabinet worked'on such

K

immediate 1egac1es from the Kennedy regime as the tax cut,
the poverty prﬂﬁ/yn, and the civil rights bitlr, <the 15
initial task forces were to work’ toward a November 15
reporting date, when their proposals wpu]d be filtered and
refined toward. the January. 1965 legislative docket.

Since the publication of Leuchtenburg s be]]wether‘

art1c1e much has been learned ﬁbout the operation of the

task forces and their overall role .{ﬁr 1egis1atiue _policy °
formulation -- although the rich .archival lode in the

presidential 11brar1es has scare]y been tapped. Most of the
literature has been generated by social scientists and their
graduate students, who typically employed systems .ana]ys1s

and model buildingothrough case studies, and who conducted ..

. . r , N

244150 working with Moyers on the initial Johnson task
force operation were senior presidential aides Douglass Cater
(who joined the White House staff in May from The Reporter),
Donald Hornig (from the Office of Science and Technology),
and Francis Bator (of the Council of Economic Advisors).
Especially revealing on aide-Cabinet -tension and the task
force device as a source of leverage are "The White House
Staff vs. the¢ Cabinet: Hugh Sidey Interviews Bill Moyers,"

Washington Monthly (February 1969), 2-9, 78-80, and the

. Joseph Califano Oral H1storyvlnterv1eW\with Robert Hawkinson,

LBJ Library, on tane;/[-\
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 the customarylanonymous interviews.25 And no task force has
~ attracted as much attention as John Gardner's 1964 task force

on education -- primarily because, as Leuchtenburg observed,

- "The history of the elementaky<education bill is probably the
 best example of the success of the task force technique."26

The Gardner Task Force on Education: A Case Study
Because the 1964 education task force was prelude to
the stunning ESEA victory of 1965, the relationship of the

two has been intensively studied. As early as 1967 three.

book-1ength studies of this phenomenon appeared. To the
historian of public pb]icy’what is most striking about the
decade of 1literature ‘théf has flowed from this~auspicious
beginning 1is the considerable degree to which the early
studies suffer by cbmparison with théNJater ones, because the
passage of time enhanced perSpectiv;\;nd crucial documentary

evidthe became available in the“presi&entia1 libraries) The
] .

H -V
Pl

u

| 25Two notable exceptions in récent educatiohaT'

research are Richard A. Dershimer, whose The Federal

Government and Education R & D (Lexington, Mass.: Heath,
1970) makes good use of the Johnson papers; and Robert E.
"Hawkinson's unpublished doctoral dissertation in political
science, "Presidential Program Formulation in Education:
Lyndon Johnson and the 89th Congress" (University of Chicago,
1977). Hawkinson concentrates on the ESEA case study of
1965-1966 and is mainly concerned with constructing and
testing  models of ‘“presidential legislative agenda
formulation." »

26Leuchtenburg, "Genesis," 38. On theVocéasion of the

opening of the education papers in the Johnson Library in.
1972, Wilbur J. Cohen delivered a refreshingly substantive:
address placing the Gardner task force in context. See

Cohen, "Education Legislation, 1963-68, From Various Vantage
Points," in Tolo (ed.), Educating a Nation, 24-39.

17

27
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first of the three was Philip Meranto is The Politics of
Federal Aid to Educaiton in 1965.27 Meranto focused ably but
almost exclusively on external factors, inc]udiqg the role of

lobbies and interest groups while remaining almost oblivious
to the influence of the task force. Yet that same year
Phi1jp Kearney completed a  dissertation that‘ exhaustively
ana1yzed,‘from the evidence that was available to him (which
apparently incguded a copy of_the.confidentia] task force
report), the relationship by comparing the task force recom-
mendaEions on elementary and secondary education to the five .
enacted ESEA titles.?8 Kearney concluded that the task force
made only nmrg1na1 ‘contributions to the varioit titles of
ESEA, and he regarded the task fdrce's most significant role
as being "a legitimating agent for ideas already in
“existence." o

The third major study completed in 1967 was Edith Kern
. Mosher's disse’u;tatibn,29 which relied on Kearney for the task
force role and concentrated on testing Eastonian systems
analysis against external evidencé drawn primarily from

27pyub1ished by Syracuse University Press.

.28Kearney, "The 1964 Presidential Task Force on
Education and the ESEA of 1965," - (unpublished = Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Chicago, 1967) His conclusions
are on pages 277-83.

29The Origins, Enactment, and Implementation of the
‘Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965: A Study of
Emergent National Policy" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of California at Berkeley, 1967). The Kearney and
Mosher dissertations were for educat1ona1 doctorates and are’
genera]]y of high quality. ESEA was a popular topic among
education graduate— students’ in the 1late 1960s, but
unfortunately none of the dozen other theses and
dissertations that I have read merit ‘further mention here.




documents generated by Congress and the relevant executive
agencies. The following year she joined” Stephen K. Bailey in
publishing ESEA: The Office of Education Administers a Law,30
which combined her. competent external research with 48
“interviews “in @ classic Bailey case study technique  that
contains all the strengths of his approach. 'Then in 1969
appeared An Act of Congress, by Eugene Eidenberg and Roy- ’
Morey, 31 which parallels Bai]ey and Mosher in descript1on and
interpretation, although the Eidenberg-Morey experience.and
evidence skewed their focus heaviiy toward Congress, much as
Bailey and Mosher's purpose and evidence skewed theirs toward

the executive branch and the educational clientele groups.
These last two books .continue to ‘dominate the pub-
lished literature. Unpublished, however, i§ a more recent
doctoral ' dissertation by political scientist Robert E.
Hawkinson that 1is more comprehensive in 1{its embrace.
Hawkinson grounded his' research in the archival documents of
the ' Johnson Library, and hence could follow the  complex
process of policy formulation and adoption from the nerve

t ~
30(S,yracus'e: Syracuse University Press, 1968). While
the Bailey-Mosher interviewees are not identified in the

footnotes "to protect the confidentiality of sources," they
are listed a]phabetica11y in Appendix E. ,

31(New York: W.W. Norton, 1969). Eidenberg and Morey
were participant-observers as Congressional Fellows of the
Americdn Political Science Association_during the passage of
ESEA. Their book contains reference footnotes and a 1 1/2
page note on sources but no general bibliography, and their
40 interviewees remain unnamed. ,




,,center of tﬂe administration.32 Hawkinson,concentrates his
analysis on the unusual’ te]escopinb of the development
sequence that led to the enactment of ESEA, whereby many of
the same actors simultaneously worked (1) on externally
"selling" the interest groups, primarily on the political

compromises necessary to resolve ztﬁe .church-state impasse,

and (2) on the internal process of specifying in detail ‘the
contents of the bill. Hawkinson 1largely confirms the

external descfiptions offered Sy Eidenberg and Morey, and to

a lesser extent those of Bailey end Mosher as.well. This is

not surprising, since all began with a known legislative

result.. But the richness of Hawk1nson S* research Jies in the
unique and specific documentary ana1ysis of the internal

process. Hawkinson's disagreements with the earlier -

researchers need not detain us here, because the central
question is not how much credit the Gardner task force should
recefve, but how it functioned in the broad network of
communications, pressures, and complicated process of policy
formulation that led to the pathbreaking ESEA of 1965. And
the broader questiono-a far hfoader than the narrowly inten-

sive concentration that has been focused on the Gardner task .

force and the enactment of ESEA -} is how the network of
federal educational policy, with a complicated and sometimes
conflicting series of educational task forces at its center,
produced during 1961-69 the program initiatives that are our
present legacy.

v

324awkinson, "Presidential Program Formulation - in
Education: Lyndon Johhson and the 89th Congress.”




Task Force Evo1ution:'Froﬁ Outsidé to Interagency
0f the roughly 135 task forces established betwéen

%

=

1964 and 1969, 17 appear to have figured importantly in

federal educa%ional developments.” To understand them fully,

~however, it s necessary —to—sketch briefly -the -essential -

patterns and lifé cycles of the task forces, beginning with

the 15 set up by Johnson in"1964 under the overall direction

of Bill Moyers. ) J

“ The fbrty-three 1nitia1 thnson task - forces were
predominantly -"outside" groups;. most members Qorked outside
~the government. First Moyers and the inherited Kennedy aides
and later Califano and his staff aides Fred Bohen, James
Gaither, Lawrence Levinson, and Matthew Nimetz barnstormed
unijversity campuses in a sécies _of "academic 'dinners"
designed to idgﬁtify both promising new ideas and potential
tq§k force members. | From these visit® and from agency

submissions as well, Califano and his staff, together with -

Charles Schultze, Gardner Ackley,. Harry McPherson, and
Phillip Hughes reviewed one-page descriptions of the
accumulated ideas and compiled the most promising into an
"idea book." President Johnson would then select those ideas
‘ subst&ntive endugh to merit outside task force investigation.
5 ‘Task force membership can be  illustrated by Gardner's

 celebrated 1964 task force on education, which;consistéd of
sixteen men (no women), 1nc1uding, three university
presidents, three professors, two state education officials,
two business executives, one.foundation president (Carnegfe's
John Gardner), one mayor, and one magazine‘editqr, plus U.S.
Office of Educafion Commissioner Francis Keppel, William B.

Cannon, representing the Bureau of the Budget, and Ricﬁard‘

. Goodwin, who acted as White House liaison. Generally, the

14
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blue-ribbon outside taskg)forces, which were often heaviﬁﬁk

academic,‘ were provided with staff and expenses (and\“.

glamorous White House entree), were charged with broad
brainstorming . responsibilities without regard to political
impediments or cost restraints, and were given a full year to
report. '

When Califano replaced Mbyers in July 1965, he began
devéﬁéping the "inside" or interagency form of task force.
These work1ng groups tended to be smaller than the outs1de
task forces with membership consisting entirely of represen- ‘i
tatives from the government. For instance, the 1965 inter-
agency‘Task Force on Education was chaired by Commissioner
Keppel and consisted only of Keppel, a deputy assistant
secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and
WETFEFE:%‘sn ass1stant secretary to the Treasury, William
Cannon of the Bureau of the Budget, and White House liason
Douglass Cater. The charges of interagency tésk forces
tended to be much narrower and more specific: to resppnd to
outside task . force proposa1s, to coordinate ééency
approaches, and to attempt "to resolve interagency - d1sputes
They were usually given only three or four months tq report
and were required to cost out their recommendations through
detailed pricing estimates. Both types of task force were
customarily formed at tﬁe.beginning of the fiscal year in
July. The outside groups had a year's headstart, allowing
the 1nteragency groups to begin reviewing the outside
recommendations dur1ng* the° summer and to submit their own
recommendations: in m1d-autumn for review :by. Califano and his
staff, together;w1th representatlves.from the Bureau of the
Budget, the Co@nci] of Ecoﬁbmic Advisors, and appropriate
agenc§$heads. By December President, Johnson would select

@




!

proposals he wished to incorporate into his v1egis1ative
program, and he would either highﬁight these in hisAJanuary
state-of-the-union dnd budget message or subsequently send

special messages to the Congress.

Task Force Reports: Education and Govermment Reorganization
Of the seventeen task forces dealing most directly

with major educational developments, nine were outside and

eight were interagency.  Five dealt with such special
educational areas as early childhood, gifted students and
international education.33 0f the other twelve task forces,
‘seven were ijnvolved with éducationa] policies and programs in
genéra], and five /dealt with broad questions of government
organization and reorganization. The most celebrated example
of the former group is the Gardner task force.: This emphasis
is understandable, but it is also in one sense unfortunate,
for it reflects .a dual imbalance in attention - and
scholarship. Even the extensive research on the Gardner task

.force has not produced a published study analyzing the

internal archival evidence. Worse, the subsequent task-
forces, which were crucial to the deve]opméhta] sequence,
have been largely ignored. In 1965 Francis Keppel chaired an
interagency task force that concentrated on translating the
new poﬁicy proposals into h}ogram implementation; John
Gardner himself chaired amother in 1966.4~A1$9 in 1966, the

: 33These were Dean Rusk's Task Force on International
Education (1965), Joseph Hunt's Task Force on Early Childhood
Development (%966), Paul Miller's Task Force on Urban
Educational Opportunities (1966) - all outside task forces -
and William Gorham's interagency Task Force on Child
Development (1967). ‘ .




president of the University of North Carolina, William
Friday, chaired a high-powered outside task Force (including
Sidney Marland, John Fischer, Fred Harrington, Edward Levi,

Thomas Pettigrew, and William Cannon) that produced an
ambi tiously comprehensfve, 150—page report calling for a
“moon shot" for the poor that  would double educat1ona1

‘appropriations. Of the 135 Johnsgn task forces, only two
have received serious case-study-sanalysis.
Lest 1interagency task forcés be regarded a 1less

important or less interesting than outside task forces; or as

.mere follow-through procedures concerned with implementing

stratégies rather than substantive policies, consider the -

1967 “report of the_ Gardner interagency task force on

education. The "pro1ogué to this fascihatihg .docuqént"

constitutes a political analysis of revealing Candonwﬁa d
acuity. It pictures a profusion of _fragménted federal

categorical-aid programs, scattered in an uncoordinated -

fashion throughout fifteen federal departments and agencies,
with the U.S. O0ffice of Education alone operating more than
one hundred programs 'authorized under more than seventy

legislative titles. A1l were chronically. under unded, the °

report comp1ains with an excessive proportion of the scarce
resources going %o support state and local administrative

superstructures rather than field operations designed to-

maximize classroom impact. While appropr1at1o for éSEA
Title I had increased annually, federal fund1ng %iverthe1ess
began to fall behind the growth of VStudent populations,
providing less aid per child. The report objected to the
initiation of new programs, and pleaded for more adequate

fuﬁding'of the exfsting programs.
‘ N




'fo 1967, growing frustration over program underfunding
reflected the administration's intensifying and inflationary -
struggle with the competing' demands of the Great Society's
domestic commitments and the deepening involvement in the
Vietnam War. But there weee older sources of frustration as
well, which stemmed from the unwieldy structures of the fede-
ral government. Over the years a ‘series of big and little
Hoover commissions and special task -forces had “tried to
improve govérnﬁent efficiency by reorganizing_a bureaucratic
structure that had allegedly gfown into a labyrinth of rigid
and jéalously. competing gepargments and agencies pfeoccupied

- with bourdary maintenance, turf protection, - and empire

building. Even the more sympathetic post-Weberian students
of public administration dep]ored.the‘historic intractability
of - such constituency-bound departments as Agriculture,
Commerce, Labor, and the Interior.3% - '

- But the Office of Edq;at1on, since its‘birth as an
anem1c department in 1867, had scarely evolved into such a

- monster. The Johnson White House, members of Congress, and

Commissioner Keppel saw a different problem: how, in view of
the massive new commitments embodied in the ESEA of 1965 and

_its companion, the Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965, to

transform this statistics-gathering and report$writing'stgff

agency into an efficient, program-operating Tine organiza-

tion. To work on the problem, Keppel appointed Henry Loomis
of the Voice of Amer1ca as his deputy, and - Johnson appointed
an interagency task force on education headed by Dwight Ink,

34y balanced analysis s Francis E. Rourke,

‘Bureaucracy, Politics, and .Pub]ic Policy (Boston: Little,.

Brown, 1969).




then assistant general manager of the Atomic Agency
Commission. In mid-June of 1965, after only two months of
study, the Ink task force récommended a thorough reorganiza-
tion of the Office. of Education by target educational level
rather than by functidn. The subseQuent reorganizational
b11tzkr1eg under the iron hand of Loomis was traumat1c in the
extreme Bailey and Mosher's study dbnta1ns a sprightly

’chapter on the resultant turmoil and angu1sh 1n the Office of

Educat1on, observing that "the. ensu1ng,' if temporary,
administrative chaos was shattering."3%: | -
Interestingly, Bailey himself had served on the-1964
Task Force on Government Reorganization chaired by Donald K. .
Price, a dean of the Harvard Gﬂagyate School of Public
Administration and coqnse]oﬁ’to Pre§ident Kennedy. This task
force had called-for a radical restructuring of the executive
branch's dpmeStic departments. ﬂThe Price@report had boldly
proposed the creation of five new cabinet-]ebe] departments::
Eddqation, Transportation? H?us{ng and Community Deve1opmeﬁt,

;Economic Development, and Natural Resources. This'p]an would

have detached the 0ff1ce of Educat1on from the Department of

ealth, Education, and We1fare and would. have cannibalized
much of Commerce, Labor, and the Intefﬁﬁf//gBut Johnson's
ear]y priority was the creation of a Department of Housing

© and Urban-Development (HUD), then a Department of Transpor-

tation (DOT), and Congress, with its strong committee .1inks-.
to fhe established agencies, could ﬂ% expected to take .on
only one major reorganization effort at a time.

In 1966 Johnson appointed yet another task force on
government organization, this one Headed by Ben Heineman,

35Bailey and Mosher, ESEA, ch. 3, 72-97.
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,Chairman of the Chicago and Northweét Railway and of‘%he
President!s Council on Civil Rights. The Heineman report
stoutly resisted the creation of new clientele-based
deparments such as Education and Health and ca11ed instead
for the appointﬂgnt just below the President of a domestic
the cabinet agéncies. Through ten con§61i;

dated fedgra] regions, the czar would coordinate the Great
Society'/{tnctions currently being performed through the
d\efforts of the Departments‘of Health, Education,

and Welfare, plus Labor, and Housing and Urban Development,
and the Office of Economic Opportunity. In this grand
design, the conglomerated HEW was seen as a model to be built
upon, not one to be broken up. "In many ways HEW is the
Department of the Great Society," the Heineman report
concluded, "It administers the majority of Federal social
1egis1afion -= 01d and new. It has the botentia1 to becohe a
superdepartment . . . "36 ’ '

czar to oversee

. fragmente

The Heinemangzgsk force made its controversial recom-
mendations in Jyne 1967, just five months before Gardner
issued his pessimistic political analys%s from an interagency
-perspectiVé. The,fo]]oﬁing spring Jghnson announced that he
would not run for reelection, and thét fall Wilbur Cohen's
- apparently unenthusiasticvinteragency’Task Force on Education
wag'feduced to recommending little more than administrative

?

tinkgring and enhancéd state roles. That same anticlimatic

36President's Task Force on Govermment Organization, -
Final Report, 17, box 4, JohnSoA~Library. In addition to
Heineman, this weighty group included McGeorge Bundy, William -
Capron, Hale Champio ermit Gordon, - Herbert Kaufman,
Richard Lee, Bayless Manning, Robert McNamara, Harry Ransom,
and Charles Schultze. '
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“autumn ‘the 1interagency Task Force on Higher Education
cohaired by Ivan Bennett and Alice Rivlin foreshadowed the
'batt1es over h1gher education and educat1ona1 research of the
ear1y Nixon administration, ’

In one sense the lame-duck ‘autumn of - 1968 c1ear1y~»~r~ -

represents an ebb-tide 1n the Johnson adm1n1strat1on s policy’
planning process, and suggests a kind of patho1og1ca1 cycle
that para11e1S'_thel flow and ebb of presidential power
generally. The glow of early success generates expectation
that performance cannot match . and enthusiasm cannot
“sustain.. As Johnson's honeymoon eroded under the pressures -
of domest1c v1o1ence, the V1etnam War, and'inf1etion, the
ear1y euphoria of ' the Great Soc1ety faded, congressiona1
resistance stiffened, and’ Johnson 3 popu1arity plumeted.
innovative] outside task forces increasing1y gave way to
interagency groups in which agency resentments festered anq
competition for scarce resources increased. Seasoned Cabinet
officers resented the directives of kCa1ifanQ and his
burgeoning young staff. The evidence imp]ies that HEW
Secretaries Gardner and Cohen virtua11y’ ignored Califano's
later appo1ntments to task force cha1rmansh1ps and instead
delegated “their appointments to men like 0ff1ce of Education
Commissioner. Harold Howe 11 as acting chairmen. Wilbur Cohen
chaired a 1968 Task Force on Older Americans? according to
Harry Cain's dissertation, which analyzed it as -a case study

under those conditions and at that late date, it not surpris-
g

28

135




N

ingly fell into the vacuum and-was ignored.3? By 1968 the
extraordinary Johnson task forces, 1like the beleaguered

Johnson administration, had pretty well run their course.

Political Strategy and Historical Perspective
Yet in an important sense, the-autumn of 1968 was op
Cdzeﬁ
who was in a position to know, has ‘testified to Johnson s

anticlimatic. Johnson's chief education aide, Doug]ass

shrewd conviction that once programs to aid c]1ente1e groups

. L4
get on the statute books, they survive despite underfunding
and delays in implementing them.38 As a ‘masté?>f5% the

politics of the Hill, Johnson sensed intuitive1y that new

clientele grbups would form protective alliances with sympa-
thetic congressional subcommittees.}nd agency administrators
-- those symbiotic "iron triangles" of political science
lore. So Johnson and his aides drove unrelentingly even to
the end, as Califano formed 19 new task forces in 1968, and

' Congréss responded in the field of education alone by passing
, the Indian Bill of Rights, School Breakfasts, Guaranteed

R

37Harny P. Cain, “Confidential Presidential Task
Forces: A Case Study in National Policy-Making," unpublished .
Ph.D. dissertation (Brandeis University, 1974). Although the -
Johnson Library was opened in- 1922 ‘Cain based his social -
work dissertation . primarily on published reports, the
secondary literature, and’ twenty-nine interviews. Cain's
analysis of a failed task force is especially provocative jn
its speculation about the causes for the erosion of momentum
and effectiveness toward the end of the Johnson adm1n1s-
tration.

. 3800ug1ass Cater, "The Political Strugg]e for Equa1
Educational Opportunity," in David C. Warner (ed.), Toward
Néw Human Rights: The Social Policies of the Kennedy and

Johnson Administrations (Austin: Lyndon B. Johnson School of

PubTic Affairs, 1977), 325-40.
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. ~ Student Loans, Aid to Handicapped Children, and ‘Vocational
Education. From the perspective of the late 196_0s,' such a
phenomenon was viewed by many officials in DHEW and USOE with

7 considerable ambivalence, Tuding frustration and dismay at

7 the prospect of further ﬁfunding and hamstr1ng1ng of the

' programs generated by their ‘earlier tr1umphs Fromd the.

'perspectwe of the early 1980s, when the federal budg'etv

: ruptured ‘dangerously under the burden of pro]’iferati‘ng

entittement programs and double: digit 1nf1at1on Johnson's

political and legislative instinct seems ‘_al;u‘ndanﬂy
vindicated --for better and worse” o -~

. One final .observation is in order before turning to

th’e"z}r’l’arrative “in Chapter One, and that concerhsaa disclaimer

ebout my research design and the assumptions behind it. In

the broadest sense,‘ this is a book about the evolution of the

federal gevernment's legislative policy process d‘u'm'ng ‘the

Second Reconstruction of the 1960s, with education policy as

its substantive focus, the Executive rather than the' congress

as its primary context, the White House as its cockpit, the
—task forces as its central thread of continuity, and archival
evidence as its primary source of evidence. By 'cohcentrating

on the evolution of education policy, I necessarﬂy risk a

kind of tunnel vision; obviously, the de\_re‘lopment of T

education policy was not the main event in Washington during |

the 1960s, nor were ad hoc educatidn, tas‘k‘ forces the primary
concern of the federal executive. But.the evidential base of
. this study ranges broadly beyond task force de]iberations and

s reborts' It includes, from both the Kennedy and Johnson
libraries, rather massive (1n some ways too massive) documen¥

< ' tation of the activities of presidents, White House aides,’
’ - _cabinet , officers, agenEy officials (especiaT]y but not




exclusively DHEW and USOE), senior staff at the Budget Bureau
(now GMB) and the Council 6f Economic Advisors, and adminis-
trative histories from the agencies. It also includes oral
~ histories and personal interviews, and documents from the
National Archives and the MNational Institute of Education
Library in Washington - all this in addition‘to the customary
printed reports from the agencies, congressional hearings,
anq published secondary literature, including the printed
media. In assessing the relative contributions of the tasks
forces, and the flow of budgetary and domestic policy Heci=
sions generally, the records of the Bureau .of the Budget in
the National Archives were especially helpful in providing a
critical triangulation whereby the White House and its task
force creations would represent external pressures for policy
innovation; the line agencies would represent bureaucratic
continuity, usually with close 1links with the relevant
agthorizing subcommittees and clientele groups; and the
Budget Bureau staff would represent a kind of critical
ombudsmah and elite institutional memory.. Hence Budget
. Bureau internal commentary was usually the most candidly
critical of all. And to a considerable degree, the same can
be said of many, perhaps most, of the oral history inter-

views.




 As for the task forces themselves, 1 make no
exaggerated claims for them as a 33513,39 Indeed, the task
forces were all unique in their combination of topic, per-
sonnel @nd personal chemistry, timing, and budgetary,:fiscal
and political context. The Gardnér task force of 1964 was by
no means typical. Some task forces labored mightily and
impressively, with powerful presidential backing, only to
fall on their face - 1ike Dean Rusk's outside task force on
international education.?0 Some 11ke Dwight Ink's three-man
interagency task force on reorganizing USOE, labored on1y}60
~days and helped launch a fundamental transformation of  the
agency's structure. And some, like Nf11iam‘F+iday'sfhigh—
powered and creative outside task force .on education in 1967,
were doomed by unfortunate timing.- A few produced tontra-
dictory recommgndations, in effect cancé11ing each other

39The intriguing Johnsonian secrecy and the implicit
flattery and self-attention may tempt academics .to inflate
the importance of the task forces, much as it clearly
prompted irritated officials in the 1line agencids to
downgrade the task force' efforts. For a somewhat cynical
inside view of the academic .role in the task forces, see
Harry McPherson, A Political Education (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1972), 292-96. More generous is Joseph A. Califano,
Jr., A Presidential Nation (New York: Norton, 1975), 240, and
especially the Califano oral history interview with Robert
Hawkinson, LBJ Library. For the predictably Keen academic
receptivity to the task forces, see Bertram M. Gross (ed.), A
Great Society? (New York: Basic Books, 1968). -

40Johnson won congressional authorization for the
International Education Act, and begged fellgw Texan George
Mahon, chairman of the House appropriations’ Committee, to
provide at least minimal start-up funds for international
education as well as for the Teacher Corps. Mahon agreed to-
fund the 1atter only, and Congress never provided a penny for
_the former.

\\X. 32




out. Many, perhaps most, were regarded with resentment by

~ the professional agency staff. Budget Bureau veteran Harold

Seidman, who admired the Moyers - led task forcing of 1964-

65, recalls with dismay the task force operation cranked up
' to full throttle by Califano in 1966:

: Task. forceitis ran rampant. Ai least forty-five

task forces were organized in the fall of 1966. S
Papers were circulated on an "eyes only" basis and

when agency people were- included on the task

forces they were reluctant to tell even their

bosses about what they were doing. The task force

operation bred a miasma of suspicion and disIfust
. without producing very much that was useable.

And quite a few outside task forces, whatever their program-
matié'outtome, led to'majof pubTic careers for the partici-
fﬁéﬁ/ﬁgnt$» (withess, from the 1964 effort alone: John Gardner,
' Harold Howe, Sidney Marland, Arthur Okun, and Alice

. Rivlin). '
| Readers deéerve to be alerted, however, to one
structural or organizational problem that a focus on task
force planning inherently invites. Because at ‘any giveh
moment in the policy process, the White House staff would
"simultaneously be dealing with both immediate legislative
goals, and also with task force planning for ‘législative
implementation a year or more hence, writing uébout such
activities required a certain contrapuntal style, back and
forth, from task force notion to ‘legislative enactment or : - w
|
\

- rejection, then back to the plahning groups again in a
continuous cyclical process, at least during the Johnson

¢ administration. The first two chapters describe the tortured

efforts of the Kennedy administration, on behalf of general‘

41Seidman,.PoHtics, Position, and Power, 91.




aid for teachers' salaries and school construction, where
repeated fiascoes over religion and'desegregation and fe&era]
control were partially redeemed late in '1963 by a major
breakthrough in aid to higher education.  Assassination
prevented President Kennedy from signing~the.Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963, an achievement for which he deserved
the full cred1t that Lyndon Johnson properly accorded him
when the new Pres1dent signed the bill into law.

‘But the Kennedy task .forcing was largely a one-shot
campaign affair of dubious efficécy. With Lyndon Johnson,
however, task - forcing became a crucial and highly systema-

tized (and secret) thod of legislative agenda formula-.

tion. Chapter Three sanalyzes the classic Johnson effort of
1964-1965, with Bi11 Moyers coordinating the task forces that
led to the construction of the Great Society's programmatic

base. Chapter Four interrupts the narrative flow to concen- -

trate on the question of how best to [relorganize the federal
government's executive branch so as to best serve traditional
goals of efficiency and’economy, and especially to pursue the
new program goals of the Great Society. Chapters Five

‘through Seven trace the transition from the initial.Moyers-

led effort to the evolution of the highly elaborate system
constructed by Joseph Califano and his new (and young)
domestic policy aides. Chapter Eight assesses the para-
doxical dimensions of the culminating year of LBJ's adminis-
tration, 1968, which closed with Johnson retiring to the
ranch in late January of 1969. Chapter Nine is an Epilogue
that bfings us from January of 1969 to the present, with
special attention to the implementation and eVa1uat{bn of the
maJor educat1on programs that lay at the heart of the Great
Society
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In all this, what the task forces do provide is a

< fascinating and revealing  window on the policy .process, but

not the only window. They are a point of entry into a much

, larger world, " which in“ this case picks up with the presi-

' dential campaign of 1960 between Kennedy "and Nix.on‘. . There we
begin. ‘

S
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CHAPTER ONE

JOHN F. KENNEDY AND EDUCATION:
FROM THE CONGRESS TO THE WHITE HOUSE

Kennedy and Federal Aid

In his memoir, Kennedy, ‘Theodore Sorensen claimed that
“the one domestic Subject that mattered most. to Johh Kennedy
[was] education.;fThroughout his campaign and throughout his
Presidency, he,=devoted more time and talks to this single
topic than tqfény othef domestic issue."] But Meyer_[Mike]'
Feldman, Sorénsen's chief 1ieutenant,ﬂconc]§ded more recent1y
that Kenngdy had no déep personal concern for public educa-
tion -- save for mental retardation, which had touched his
family - "with tragedy -- and that Kennedy's accelerating
~ commitment to federaT aid as a presidentia1 candiate and as
President owed far more to practical politics than to the
kind of bedrock, emotional commitment that drove former
“school-teacher Lyndon Johnson.2 . )

N\

ITheodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy (New York: Harper &
Row, 1965), 358a '

2Myer Feldman, 1nter9iew with the author, 7 Méy 1981«
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Clearly both senior Kennedy aides have a point. John
Kennedy attended four elite private schoolss==graduated from
. Choate - and, after brief studies at the London School of

Economics and Princeton, attended and graduated from
Harvard. Then came ohe semester at the.Stanford Business -
School, then maval service in World War II, and his election
to the Congress in 1946. Such a career of wealth and private
schooling would not 1likely geﬁerate devotion to the public
schools. When young Congressman Kennedy was appointed to the
-House Education and Labor Com&i;tee, he served quietly in the
81st Congress, then early in the 82nd Congress, in 1949, he
introduced a bill providing for federal funds for busesn
health services, and textbooks for private and parochial
schools.3  This gesture was popular in his heavily-Catholic
11th CongressionaT District in Boston (Kennedy's predecessor
in the House seat had been James Michael Curley), but it was
clearly doomed in a chamber and also a committee that 'had
been historically hostile to federal aid to edutétion, and
not surprisingly Kénhedy's bi1l died quietly in committee.
Far more visible in the 81lst Congress had been S.246, a
Senate-passed bill providing for federal aid td elementary
and secondary schoo]sj and one which enjoyed the cosponsor-
ship of "Mr. Republican," conservative Senator Robert A. Taft
of Ohio. Public debate over the bill was dominated by a
bitter dispute between Francis Cardinal Spellman of New York,
who wanted "auxillary services" for parochial schools
included in any federal aid bill, and Representative Graham
Barden of North Caro1ina,_who'chaired'the special subcom-

3wiltiam T. 0'Hara (ed.) John F. Kennedy on Education

(New York: Teachers College Press, 1966), 6-7.
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‘mother.

: !
mitfee on education and flatly opposed taxpayer aid )o

- parochial.schools. Spellman called Barden a "neW‘apostjé/of

bigotry," and when Eleanor Roosevelt joined the fray by .

opposing federal aid to church schools in her 'syndicated
newspaper columns, Spellman accused her of launching an
"anti-Catholic campaign" and of writing columns tHAt were
“documents of discrimination unworthy of an American
wd

Labor Committee in 1949, Kennedy supported it genera11y but

pressed an amendment calling for federal payment of half the.

cost‘ of bus service for private and parochial schoo?
students.®  When the committee defeated his‘amendment by a

~vote of 16 to 9, Kennedy cast the deciding negative vote in a

13:to 12 refusal to reportsthe.Senate-passed bi11 for floor
action.

‘When S5.246 came before the House Education and

Kennedy was elected to the Senate in 1952, and

although he was appointed to the Senate Labor and Public

Welfare Committee, which handled education legislation, he

generally stayed clear of the volatile federal aid debate

throughout the 1950s, as the church - state issue yielded

primacy to the- growing school desegregation issue, and a
Republican President sparred inconclusively with a Democratic

ASee generally Munger and Fenno, Federal Aid, ch. 1,
for a history of the legislative struggles from 1820 through
1961. © On the Spellman - Barden - Roosevelt dispute, see

Bendiner, Obstacle Course, 90-97. o

5Kennedy cited the Supreme Court's cautious approval
of the "child-benefit" theory in the Everson decision of
1947, whereby New Jersey's provision of public busing to
parochial school pupils was held to benefit the child and not
the church school. See Everson v. Board of Education, 330
U.S. 1 (1947). ‘
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‘Congress.  In. Politics and Policy, James Sundquist ably
surveys the political snarls of the "Years of Frustration"
between- Eisenhower's election in 1952 and the orbiting of
Sputnik in 1957. 5 During these years, Pr1§1dent Eisenhower
persuaded the Congress to create the new Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. ‘He first appointed Oveta
Culp Hobby, and théen Marion P. Folsom to preside over HEW in
the Cabinet, and witnessed a half decade of raucous, patisan
l-quabb]ing over the controversial issues that the federal aid
question posed school desegregation and the Powell" Amend-
ment, 7 the NEA and aid for teachers salaries, the baby boom .
and school construction and federal control, and the always
smoldering ~church-state controversy. Only the Soviet

launching of Sputnik on October 4, 1957 jarred the combatants'
out of their rancor, and forced. a consensus that superior
Soviet performance in science and engineering demanded prompt

federal funding of higher education in the interest of
national defense.’

6Sundquist, Polictics and Policy, 156-73.

7Beginning in 1956, the  Powell Amendment "was a
perennial offering by Harlem Congressman Adam Clayton Powell
that would bar any proposed federal school aid to segregated
schools. Although it was customarily denounced by the NEA,
the AFL-CIO, most congressional supporters of federal aid,
Adlai Stevensbn, Harry Truman, and was even opposed by
President Eisenhower and rejected by the House Educat1on and -
Labor Committee on which Powell sat, it was usually adopted
on the floor, only to sink the amended bill when Republicans
who had joined northern Democrats to adopt Powell's amendment
then turned around and joined southern Democrats. in voting
against the bill. As such it represented a classic Brutus
kiss and contributed to the bizarre political atmosphére that
stymied federal aid until the mid-sixties. See Bendiner,
Obstacle Course 121-30. > : '




The result was the $1 billion National Defense
Education Act of 195%, which Senate Majority Leader Lyndon
~ Johnson reasonably and proudly referred” to as "An historic
landmark . . . one of the most important measures‘of‘this or

T : .
any other session."8 Sundquist 'called it "the most important

_ p1fﬁ:>/zf national education legislation in a century,"9 and

" infiindsight it is. clear that the NDEA ran formidable inter-
ference for Johnson's subséquentcESEA of 1965,'especia11y in
regard to what Sundquist recognized as "the psyCho]ogiEa]
- breakthroughs it embodied." This was less because ‘of its
Sbecific categorical provisions than because NDEA explicitly
asserted a 1egitﬁnate national iqterest in the quality of
American education. But a more central quéstion for the
future of federal aid was whether NDEA's short-term
assistance to higher educaf%oqﬂ;in Cold War crisis might

generate momentum toward a permanent and more generalized

federal role that was.regafded as 1egitimaté'and'nécessény.

*  And a collary question was -whether and how such a role might
include elementary and secondary schools. When the congres-

sional by-elections of 1958 brought sweeping Democratic

¢

8Congressiona] Record, Vol. 104 (August 13, 1958),

17330, 1/331. Senator Kennedy had not totally disengaged
himself from fedemal "aid efforts during the 1950s. In
January of 1958 he introduced -S. 3179, which provided for
federal grants to states for school construction, but it died
in committee. Kennedy supported the NDEA in 1958, and in
1959 he joined with Senator Joseph Clark (DPa.) and, in 1960,
with Jacob Javits (R-NY.) also, to strip the non-communist
affidavit from the NDEA student loan requirements. That
effort, $.2929, passed the Senate in the summer of 1960 but
died in the house. Kennedy was to redeem that commitment as
President in 1962. ~ S . )

9I{o‘h’tics and Po]icy, f?4. :
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victories that produced gains of 48 seats in the House and 15
in the Senate,l0 the Democrats 1ooked confidently toward the

- 86th Congress with margins of 282 to 154 in the House and 64 .

to 34 in the Senate.ll Since Eisenhower was constitutionally
barred from a third term, the 86th Congress presented Demo-
- crats with unusal opportunities to embarrass the Eisenhower-
Nixon administration and recapture the White House in 1960.
In that sense, the presidential campaign'of 1960 began when
the 86th Congrgss_convened on January 7, 1959, and an aid-to-
education bill was to figure promiﬁéntly' in Degdtratic
strategy. | o
The Campaign of 1960 )

Accounts of the partisan jockey%ng over education in
1959 by Sundquist, Munger'and Fenno and Bendiner ably docu-
ment the frenetic but inconclusive maneuvering of‘the pre-

election period. It culminated with tortured parliamentary
logic on February 2, 1960 in a tied Senate vote on a motion
to table'a move to reconsider a vote on an amendment to a
schoel aid bill that subsequently passed the Sena;e._ But ype
bill never made it to' conference with a companion House-

: 10Democratic advantages during the 1958 elections in-’
cluded economic recession and the specter of Sputnik; Repubs
lican "right to work" drives in industrialized states like
Ohio”and California, which galvanized organized labor; Eisen-
hower's dispatch of paratroopers to Little Rock in 1957,
which antagonized southern Democrats; and the Sherman Adams-
Bernard Goldfine §canda1. :

pych of the pre-1958 stalemate was accounted for by
close margins of 234 (D) to 201 (R) in the House and 49 (D)
to. 47 (R) in the Senate, in addition to the customary region-
al and ideological cross-pressures and the split partisan
control of the Presidency and the Congress. -
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passed bill because a conservative coalition of southern
Democrats and Republicans on the House Rules Committee
blocked a conference committee vote on a bill that President
Eisenhower would probab1y have vetoed an_yway.12 The
Byzantine details of thisfintense1y'part15an maneuvering may
%e-ﬁhrsded in the_afoiementiohed.books, but the upshot is
“that the successful goal of the Democrats was to trap Vice
President and certain GOP presidential nominee Richard Nixon
into brgakihg the Senate tie by voting against federa] aid
for teachers' salaries and ‘for school construction. "He would
thereby <earn the emﬁﬁty -and the Democrats would earn the
7appreciation of the'Natioha1'Education Association's three-
quarters of a million Jbting.teaqhers and their families.
- On election eve in 1960, then, both houses of Congress
~ had passed'a"géﬁera1 aid to education bill for the first time
in the 20th century, primarily because of the new Democrats
elected in 1958 and the new post-Sputnik'mood. Since both
bi11s would fund schaol construction, the major differences, .
which promised to cancel each other out in conference compro-
mise, were that the House bill this time around contained the
~ Powell Amendment, and the Senate bill included aid for
teachers' salaries. But the customary Senate - House
reconciliation was®dlocked on June 22 by a 7-5 vote in the
House'Ru1es Committee when all four Republicans were joined
by three southern Democrats (committee chairman Howard Smith

_ IZSundquist, Politics and ‘Policy, 180-87; Fenno and
Munger, Federal Aid, 155-69; Bendiner, Obstacle Course, 160-
71.  Sundquist reports, but without direct evidence, the
rumor that Lyndon Johnson persuaded Democratic Senator J.
Allen Frear, Jr., to vote for reconsideration even though
- Frear had voted against the amendment.
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~ of Virginia, William Colmer of MissisSippi, and James Trimble

of Arkansas) in refuéing to authorize.a conference. Although

Eisenhower was thereby spared havindytovsign'a bill he disap-.
‘proved or veto an aid to education bill-on election eve,13

the issue was primed for the fall campaign between Kennedy
and Nixon. Furthermore, as Sundqu1st observed, not only had

the Democrats cemented their alliance with the NEA, they had
- implicitly escalated their vision of the federal commi trient
from a temporary response to baby boom andVCold War crisis to

a permanent role in boosting educational quality. However,

_ the precise rationale and mechanism for' such a permanent
role, especially at the elementary and secondary 1level,

remained unclear. gy

when xennedy announced his cand1dacy at a kickoff

press vconference on January 2, 1960, 'he listed six main 2

issues, the third of them being rebuilding the stature of

~ American science and educat1on (the arms race and freedom- an

order in the emerging nations were first and second the farm

" economy and urban decay/were fourth; economic growth was

\ o

13When asked about-federal aid for teachers' salaries

at a news conference, Eisenhower replied: "I do not believe

the Federal Government ought to be in the bus1ness of paying
a local official. If we're going into that, we'll have to
find .out every councilman and every teacher and every other

person that's a public official of any kind . . . and try to’

figure out what his-right salary is . . . I can't imagine

anything worse for the Federal Government _to. get. ]DtO.".WJ

Congress and the Nation 1945-1964 (Washington, D.C. Con-

gressional Quarterly, 1965), 1209.,' Eisenhower' S . counter
proposal, which the controll1ng congreSSIonal ‘Democrats
ignored when it was submitted in 1959 (S.1016, H.R. 4268),

. called for a $2 billion federal commitment, stretched out
over 30-35 years, to help local school: diétricts service .-

their long-term construction debts; teachers' salaries and
direct grants to needy areas were omitted. y

/".
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' 1ng grants that would re11eve

@

fiftn- and America's moral purpose completed the 1list). 14

Kennedy and Nixon were nom1nated by . their respect1ve partyﬂ'

conventions in July, and their campaigns were dominated by

Cold War postur1ng, espec1a11y over Quemoy and . Matsu and

Cuba. When they occas1ona11y ‘clashed on domestic issues, it
usually took the fqrm  of Kennedy s attack1ng the flat
Republican economy, and N1xon S, defending seVen years of
peace and prosperity and - attack1ng Democratic fiscal

o

N e /f_\_/
irresponsibility. During the .campaign, Kennedy raised\tQSJ/,///f o

education iJssue early and often, hammering at Nixon ’for
cast1ng a "tie- break1ng vote k1111ng a Democrat1c bil g1ving

the states money to 1ncrease " teachers' salaries. n15 on.

September 25th . the eve of the first rad1o - ‘television
"debate," Nixon released his. ?Study Paper" on. educat1on, and

it revealed a comprehensive program of federal aid, although .

one devo1d of dollar f1gures 16 For elementary and secondary
education he proposed a program of debt-serv1c1ng and match-

v ,- . :
BEAN \
.

l4gee the New York Times, 3 January 1960. " The
standard author1ty on the campaign of 1960, although biased
toward Camelot, 1is Theodore H. White, The Making of the

President 1960 (New York: Atheneum, 1961).” White -is stronger .

on imagery, personality, and mood than he is on issues, and

" he missed the education issue a1most entirely.

15The Joint Appearances of Senator John F. Kennedy and
Vice PreVsdent Richard M. .Nixon, Presidential TCampaign of
1960, Senate Report 99%, B7th Congress, I Session (1961), Pt.

-3, 34 85. " This is the f1rst of four volumes entitled Freedom

of Communications, which were published by the ~Senate
Commerce Committee's ~subcommittee on communications.

- 167he Speeches, Remarké Press. Conferences, and Study
Papers of Vice President Richard WM. Nixon, August 1 through

November /, 1960, 5. Rept. 99Q§T1961), Pt. 2, 279-86.

"1\

state and local governments of '
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heavy construction costs and thereby, "First in 1mporténce,"

release their funds for "urgent increases in teachers' pay -

... And we will do it without menacing the invaluable
freedom of our schools by.{nhibitive Federal control."l7 For
higher .education, Nixon called for "greatly expanded" pro-
grams of subsidized loans for dormi tories and matching grants
for. the construction of c1éssrooms, taboratories, and
libraries; e€xpanded NDEA loans; a new national schoTarship

program based on need and competitive examinations to be-

administered by'ahd its costs shared by the states; tuition
tax credits for higher education; matching grants to build
new medical schools; and more federal investment for voca-
tional educqﬁion, the handicapped and adult education. Nixon
even suggested as a harbinger of the National Institute of
Education that he was to establish a dozen years later, the
creation of a “"national clearinghouse" for research;‘demons-

tration, and gathering and diséeminating information about-

local experience and experimentation. Aﬁd,he concluded with
a call for- the creation of a permanent top-level Commission
on Education, a sort of CEA for education to provide advice
and contihuing evaluation.

It was a bold counterstroke, and it was far more
specific than any previous campaign statemént of Kennedy's.
That same day, the New York -Herald Tribune published the
candidates' responses to seven questions on educatioh, But
the candidates answered se1ectivé1y and thereby blunted per-

,ception of their differences}18 Nixon ducked the Herald -

A,

\‘G

171pid, 283.

18"Nixon, Kennedy Give Views on U.S.¥ Role in Eddca—.

tion,” New York Herald Tribune, 25 September 1960.
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Tribune's question on aid to private and parochiaf schools,
but encouraged consideration of tuition tax credits. Kennedy
ducked the tax credits, but called for aid to public schools
only. Nixon was for state matching grants without any
equalization formula; Kennedy was for supplemental federal
funds to assist the poorer states. Nixon proclaimed that

“the problem of teachers' pay 1s the greatest single

challenge confronting our American educational system today,"
but he insisted that federal control must be avoided by
~assisting local chstruction and debt service only, thereby
releasing local funds for {ifcreased teacher salaries.
Kennedy's first statement was: "Federal aid to education.via
‘the States is a must." But in that same first response he
said that federal aid should "encompass" teachers' salaries
as well as school construction, and he again attacked Nixon
for his tie-breaking vote against "giviﬁg the States freedom
of <choice to wuse Federal aid to improve teachers'
salaries." As for loans and scholarships and all the rest,
both men were for more. Both men also carefully avoided cost
estimates. In such a format, their differences were blurred.
The next day, however, their diffe;ences were
sharpened in the first radio-television debate in Chicago,
when Charles Warren of MBS asked Nixon to exp]ain the
discrepancy between his remark in 1957 that teachers'
salaries were "nothing short of a national d%§gfacef and his
tie=breék1ng Senate vote against federal aid for teachers'
salaries in 1960. Nixon's respoﬁ%é, in part, was as follows:
« « « I think that the reasons that I voted .:
against having the federal government uh --
pay teachers' salaries was probably the very
reason that concerned Senator Kennedy when in

January of this year, in his kick-off press
conference, he said that he favored aid for
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school construction, but at that .time did not
feel that there should be aid for teachers’
salaries -- at least that's the way I read his
remarks. Now, why should there by any
question about the federal government aiding
s-- teachers’ salaries? Why did Senator
Kennedy take that position then? Why do I
take it now? We both took it then, and I take
it now, for this reason: we want higher.
teachers’' salaries. We need higher teachers"-
salariesqy But we also want our education to
be free of federal control. When the federal
government gets the power to pay teg;hers,
inevitably in-my opinion, it will acquire the
power to set standards igd “to tell "the
teachers what to teach . . .

In reply, Kennedy ducked'the allusion to his January kick-off
press conference and quickly turned to the February tie-
- breaker: - !

When uh -- the Vice President quotes me in
January, sixty, I do not believe the federal
government should pay directly teachers®'
salaries, but that was not.the issue before
- ‘thé’ Senate in February. The issue before the
Senate was that the money would be spent for
school construction or teacher salaries., On
that- question the Vice President and I disa-
greed. I voted -in favor of that proposal and
supported it strongly, because I think that
provided assistance to our teachers for their
salaries without any chance of f ‘

and I disagreed, and his ti
° feated . . . his breaking the t¥e defeated the
proposal. I don't want the federal government
paying teachers' salaries directly. But if
the money will go to the states and the states
can then determine whether it shall go for
school construction or for  teachers's

19Sidney Kraus (ed.), The Great Debates (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1962), 360.

47




salaries, in my opinion you protect the local
authority over fge school board and the schoo1
committee . . .

Education figured only marginally in the second and
third debates, and the fourth was devoted entirely to foreign
policy. Most of the debates and most of the campaign, in
fact, featured jousting over international issues. Domestic
Tssues centered on the performance of the economy, and to a
lesser degree on civil rights -~ which both candidates rather
carefully hedged.  Nixon's substanial education program -
appeared to- have blunted somewhat the edge of Kennedy s
attack, but Kennedy kept pressing his appeal. for federal aid
for constructiod and teachers' salaries, securing an informal
but de\ facto endorsement from the NEA,Z2l and toward the
campajgn°s close he pledged in a speech in Los Angeles that
"in 1961, a Democratic Congress -- under the leadership of a
Democratic President -- will enact a bill to raise teachers'
salaries as well as fund school construction."22  gGiven his
‘winning plurality of only 112,803 popular votes out of
68,329,895 votes cast, those three-quarters of a million" NEA
teacher§ seemed well worth wooing. But with victory, on
November 8, came the responsibility of translating promises
into programs, and the ambiquity of Kennedy's mandate was
exemp11f1ed by his negat1ve coattail effect, as the Democrats
105t 20 seats in the House and two in the Senate.

201pid., 361.

21Munger and Fenno, Federal Aid, 183. The NEA avoided
formal presidential endorsements until their 1976 endorsement
of Jimmy Carter.

22 o5 Angeles speech, 2 November 1960, The Speeches 0f
Senator John F. Kennedy, S. Rept. 994, Pt. 1, 1235.
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The Kennedy Task Forces
The previous summer, dimmediately following his
nomination, Kennedy had appointed, with maximum publicity, a

series of advisory committees whose reports were to be
~delivered during the transition period.23 These high-profile
exercises involved sych prominent chairmen as Adlai Stevenson
on foreign policy, Stuart Symington on defense, Paul Nitze on
national security, Averell Harriman on Africa, Senator Joseph
Clark and Congressman Emanuel Cellar on civil rights, and
Congressman Frank Smith on natural resources. But after
November '8, President-elect Kennedy appoig;ed Sorensen
Special Counsel to the President and promptly charged him,
together with Myer Feldman, to recruit a series of unan-
nounced task fortes from the ranks of the -professions,
foundations, and university faculties.2% First on the list
was an antirecession task force, ana Harvard's Paul A..
Samuelson was recruited to head it. Then came task forces on
depressed areas, housing, health and welfare, education,

230n the 1960 task forces, see Sorensen, Kennedy, 234-
40. T ,

24The only exception to the policy of not announcing
the task forces until they delivered their reports to the
President in early January was Senator Paul Douglas's task
force on area redevelopment, which promptly began holding
public hearings in West Virginia to redeem an early Kennedy
campaign pledge.

{
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space, taxation, Latin America?® - Sorensen's 1list grew to
include 13 task forces involving “close to one hundred men,"
who received neither compensation nor expense money, nor
staff support, although public release of the reports “in
January of 1961 brought considerable public attention at
least to the task force chairmen, and the task force
operation proved to . be an excellent recruiting device.26
Sorensen also reports that no one refused to serve on the
task gorces. ‘

Since the task forces were not to report until

— January, Sorensen and Feldman joined with senior Budget

Bureau staff to begin a parallel and centralized process of
transition in November and December by preparing a master
check 1ist of 1legislative, budgetary, and administrative
issues that might constitute Kennedy's new program agen-

2550 rensen reports that only the reports on tax reform
and Cuba were deemed too senstitive to be released. Of the
earlier, summer-appointed committees, only Adlai- Stevenson's
‘on foreign policy was judged teo sensitive to permit either
identification of the members or release of the report.

26Task Force members who subsequently Jjoined the
administration included Adolph Berle, Mortimer Caplin, Wilbur
Cohen, Henry Fowler, Lincoln Gordon, Walter Heller, Donald
«Hornig, Francis Keppel, James Tobin, and Champion Ward. Paul
Samuelson, however, resisted Kennedy's plea to join the
administration. ‘
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da.2’  This massive tome, or "Kennedypedia," was compiled
from unenacted legislation left over from the 86th Cangress,
the Democratic platform of 1960, Kennedy and Johnson's
campaign pledges, and expiring.laws in need of renewal and
‘revision. It contained, according to Feldman, approximately.
1,500 pages of analysis and 500 pages of commitments. When
Feldman, Kennedy“s transition liaison with the Budget Bureau,
de]ivered"it to the President-elect, Kennedy exclaimed, "My
God, Mike, what'd you get me into?"28  On Pecember 21, in an
all-day and late-night session in Palm Beach, Kennedy
reviewed the 1ist with his top advisors, commenting that "Now
I know why Ike had Sherman Adams."29  Thus the initial
process of building a legislative agenda was begun well in
- advance of the task force submissions. They would have to be
"fitted in" later. In the meantime, the Bureau of the Budget

27 The mutually acknowledged "very smooth transition"
between the senior Kennedy aides, especially Sorensen and
Feldman, and the senior BOB staff, with Director-designate
David Bell in the middle, is described from the BOB perspec-
tive by Phillip -Hughes, who was head of the Division of
Legislative Reference. See transcript, Phillip S. Hughes,
Oral History Interview, 24 April 1968, Kennedy Library. The
enterprising staff of the Budget Bureau's Division of Legis-

“lative Reference had first compiled such a volume in 1953 --
the "Ikelopedia." See also David Bell, Oral HiStory Inter-
view, 11 July 1964 and 2 January 1965 (permission is res-
tricted), which refers to "Sam" Hughes and BOB's Legislative-
Reference as Sorensen's "right arm."’

28Transcript, Myer Feldman Oral History Interview, 29
May 1966, 303, Kennedy Library. The Feldman-oral history is
an unedited series of 14 interviews of approximately 50 pages
each (permission restricted). On page 291 of the seventh
interview, Feldman begins discussing the morning after the
1960 election. ' *

29Sor.ensen, Kennedy, 238.
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held the high ground, linking the executive agencies to the
incoming administration and defining, through transition team
memoranda ana dialogues, the .questions that would in turn
shape the direction of the new legislative agenda.3'0

The Hovde Task Force on Education

Chairman of the President's six-man task force on
education was, Frederick L. Hovde, President of Purdue
Un1‘ve‘rs1'ty.31 The other five members of this blue-ribbon
group were Alvin Burich, a vice-president qf the Ford
Foundation; Francis -Keppel, dean of the Harvard School of
"Education;  John Gardner, | pkesident of the Carnegie
Corporation; Russell Thackery, executive secrefary of the
American Land Grant Colleges Association; and Benjamin
Willis, superintendent of public schools in Chicago (and soon
to be president of the American Association of Secondary

30For education policy, see transition memoranda of 9
December 1960 and 13 December 1960, Box 376, Office of the
Director, OMB Records Division, National Archives.

311he secondary literature generally ignores the Hovde
task force, with the exception of Hugh Douglas Price's excel-
lent case study, "Race, Religiofi, and the Rules Committee:
- The Kennedy Aid-to-Education Bills," in Alan F. Westin (ed.),
The Uses of Power (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1962),
1-71.  Price discusses the Hovde task force on pages 21-23,
but then largely dismisses its impact.

n
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School Superintendents).32 - It was, as Hugh Douglas Price
observed, a "distinguished body," one which could speak with
authority on matters of higher education especially. But it
was also one which contained “no representatives of the
~conservative, southern Democratic, Catholic Church, “or NAACP
positions” on the volatile question of federal aid to
schools.33 | _ ,

When Kennedy first Taunched the ‘task force operation,
he cautioned Sorensen and Feldman on its potential danger of
backfiring: "Let's keep it pretiy confidential. Let's not
let the press have access to it until we know what the
results are going to be."34 Kennedy, according to Feldman, -
“felt that this could be very emﬁarrassing to a new adminis-
tration if people that he didn't Know, people over whom he
had no control made statements that were released to the
press. And his fears were actually realized in a couple of
the releases that we had,"35 Through the fall and early
winter, the Hovde task force labored in silence, but on
Friday, January 7, Dr. Hovde and several of his colleagues
journeyed to Kennedy's penthouse atop New York's Carlysle
Hotel to present their report to the President-elect. Press

N 3
32John Gardner recalls that Governor Abraham Ribicoff
"of - Connecticut, an early Kennedy supporter whose reward was
to pick his cabinet portfolio (he turned down Attorney Gen-
eral and selected HEW), was an unofficial member of the task
force and often acted as de facto chairman. John Gardner,
interview with the author, 7 May 1981. B

33Pr'lce, "Réce; ~Re11gion, and the Rules Committee,"
21, _ ‘

3% e1dman oral history, 308.
38Ibid., 305-06. |
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secretary Pierre Salinger quickly handed out copies of the
Zl report as a press release.

The most eye-opening aspect of the 'Hovde re¢0m=
mendations was its price tag: it ‘called for more thanf
~ $9,390,000,000 in grants and loans over the next four-and-

one-half years, with $5,840T,000,000' of this to go to the
public_schools only in the farm of grants to the states (for
construction, sa1aries, or other appropriate wducational -

seven-pa

purposes, but not for reducing local 1levels of expen:
diture). This amounted to an annual expenditure of
$2,310,000,000, which was far in excess of even the most
generous Senate bill that had failed the year before, when
‘the Democrats enjoyed a more robust margin in the Congress.
0f the report's three main parts, the first, ca11ing for
$1.46 billion in aid for public schools, would provide a
politically attractive base for all public schools of $30 per
annum per pupil, based on average daily attendance in public.’
schools, but would also add an'equa]ization bonus: of $20 per
- child for poor states (defined as having personal income
below 70 percent of the national éverage, most of these being .
in the South) and for cities with populations exceeding
300,000. Part III would increasé, the 1loan ,program for
college dormitories (where room rents help repay the loans)
and add a grants and loans program for academic buildings,
private as well as public. Part II called for a five-year
extension and expansion of the NDEA, extending the forgive-
ness features on loans to all teachers rather than just
public school -teachers. Clearly, the Hovde report envisioned
‘a massive g@d Eermanenf federal r91e in education, inc1uding
some aid to private and parochial schools in thevhigher edu-
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cation programs, but with e]emeﬁtary and ‘secondary aid
reserved for the public schoo1s only.

As Keppe] later reca]led "We came up with a report
thht if Mr. Kennedy had adopted, would probably have broken
the federal government's bank 1in no time at all.! w36  pp,
Hovde told the press that "Anything less than this wou]d not
be significant for a .progrm; of uplifting education," and
Kennedy hedged only ‘slightly in public, saying that there was

"great value" in the report, but adding that, "I don't know

whether we have the resources immediately to take on the
whole program, but we'll have to decide -the degree of need
and set up-a list of priorities.“37 Privately, however,
Feldman reca]]s that Kennedy was “"quite annoyed, quite upset
because it contained what he thought was .a very unrea11st1c
program And he correct]y felt the press would fee] that
this was the program he was going to put into effect. n38

"You couldn't control these people," Feldman complained.

'"They put in their report whatever they wanted to. They were

completely independent. So. we accepted it. We had a one or

-\

36Transcr1pt Francis Keppel Oral History Interv1ew,
21 April 1969, 2, LBJ Library.

37 New York Times, 7 January 1961. Hovde had origi-
nally proposed a biliion dollar annual program fpr college
facility construction, but had been persuaded by nervous
Kennedy aides to reduce it by haif.

38Fe]dman Qra] gistory, 310.
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two day headline, and we were attacked by the conservative
press."39 ) ' ,

- But the most damaging reaction came two weeks later,
and just three days before the inaugdration, when Cardinal
Spe]lman'savaged the Hovde task force recommendations at a
rally in Cardinal Hayes High School- in the Bronx. "It is
unthinkable," he declared, "that any American child be denied
the Federal funds allotted to other children  which are
necessary for his mental deve1ophent because his parents
chose for him & God-centered education."#0 The Cardinal
repeatedly announced hfs disbelief that the Congress would
accept the task = force proposals, which would deprive
parochial school children of "freedom of mind and freedom of

‘religion," " and would thereby "use  economic compulsion to

force parents to relinguish their rights to have religion

Ibid., 311.“« Wilbur Cohen, who chaired the task
force /on health and socia1.§ecurity, recalls that when he

submitted his report, a week after Hovde, the President’
" ripped~off the 1last three expensive recommendations on

increased unemployment insurance before releasing the report

- to the press: ."As soon as I handed him a copy of the report,

the President said the one thing he didn't want to repeat was
the situation 1in connection with the education task force
report .submitted by Mr. Frederick Hovde, President of Purdue
University, where the papers played up the enormous billion
dollar cost of all their recommendations. 1 thought this was
significant because the President didn't 1ike these big cost
figures. He didn't want the idea getting over that he was a
man who was just interested in spending a lot of money."
Transcript, Wilbur Cohen Oral History Interview, 11 November
1964, 27, Kennedy Library. Typical of the conservative
attack on the Kennedy task forces, especially those chaired
by Hovde, Douglas, and Samuelson, is the Wall Street Journal

A

editorial, "The Steps on a Distant Journey,” of 11 January

1961.

- 40New York Times, 18 January 1961.
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" taught to their children." If the task force report was
designed in part as a trial balloon, it had predﬁctéb]y'
rallied the NEA, but the Catholic thunder was ominous. L

Forging Kennedy's Education Program: -
The Role of the Budget Bureau

Du?ind‘-the two months following Kennedy's' electoral
victory, while the Hovde °task force was' dgliberating, ‘the
staff of the Budget Bureau had been planning the transition
to an aé%ivist Democratic Administration that was clearly
‘committed to a breakthrough in general federal aid. Enjoying
and exploiting their considerable adcantages“of a strategic -

Tocation in the executive: branch, an elite civil service
1reputation; and orgainzational initiative vis-a-vis an
adjourned Congréess and an as yet undrganized new administra-
_tion, the BOB staff in the Office of Legislative Reférence
and the Division of Labor and Welfare (which subsumed
education programs) began ‘ciyculating transitidn memoranda
designed to shape the context of the transition, and hence to
maximize BOB's leverage in guiding the legislative policy
formulation of the Kennedy regime. In his politicalhhistory' |
of the OMB, Larry Berman argued that the senior staff members
of the Budget Bureau had been extreme]y frustrated by their
"green eyeshade" role of the Eisenhower years, wherein the
BOB felt 1largely reduced to an enclave of acgountant-
administrators; hence the Bureau longed to return to the
“golden years" of directors Harold Smith under Roosevelt and
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James Webb under Truman.?l On the eve of Kennedy's victory,
his advisor Richard Neustadt, % formsr BOB staffer dnder

‘Webb, recommended reactivating the Bureau as the primary‘

po11cy and program-planning un1t in the Executive, Office of
the Pres1dent.42 Kennedy appo1nted David Bell, another Webb
staffer, as Budget Director, and the smooth transit1on to the
Kennedy administration, which centered on close -nquing
: re]ationshﬁps between White House aides Sorensen, Feldman,
and Lee White and the Bureau's Bell, E1merA$taats; annghi1ip
Hughes, was reflected in the Budget Bureau's newfound 1an.43
"In a transition memorandum to the B¥rector of\D gcember
13, 1960, the ;ﬁbor and welfare staff v1ewed the imminence 6f
general aid fo education as a un1que opportunity" to
irestruCture both the form of the aid and, though it, the
federal role in education. The memorandum obseived- that “the

AN

®

.415ee Larry Bermén, The Office of Management and

Budget and the Presidency, I921-1979 fPrinceton: Princeton
University Press, 19/9), especially chapter 4. )

42R1chard Neustadt "Memorandum on Staffing t
Pre51dent-e1ect " “30 October 1960, 18 .Transition File E2-
24/60, Records of the Bureau of the Budget, OMB Records
Division, National Archives. & :

A3transcript, Phillip Hughes Oral History Interview,
24 April 1968, 2-12, Kennedy Library. The Hughes Interview
suggests far more cont1nu1ty with the Eisenhower administra-
tion, and I believe that Berman exaggerates the discontinu-
ity. But Hughes's description -of the Kennedy transition
emphasizes the degree to which Kennedy's insistence on
getting America moving @gain was most congenial 'to the
Bureau's mood. He gives Sorensen and Fetdman high marks for
being aggressive and tough-minded guick studies, who them-
selves had to make a major transition from the ad hoc,
crisis- management atmosphere of Senate staffers to the
- Presidency's and the BOB's long-range view of the budget
process and legislative central clearance.




financing of education in the United States is at present a'
State, local, and private rather than a Federal responsi-
> bility," with local government providing 50% of the funds,

the states providing 41% (half of this consisting of state
grantsAto Tocal governments,f and the federal share was only
9%. Moreover, .that federal share, which amounted to about $1
bi]?ien in fiscal 1961 (or abpout 1% of all federal expendi-
tures), cansisted primari]y of impacted areas aid, which was

'-by far the largest program, and special categorical programs

designed to aid land grant colleges, vocational and technical
education, veterans, science education,i11braries and college
housing, and the 1like. . If total national expénditures on
education would have to'doubTe in the next decade simply to
meet enrollment demand, then four conclusions followed.

First, federal aid should maximize its leverage or multiplier

effect so as to stimulate "the much larger state-local and"

private financial requirements rather -than substitute for
them. ‘Second, the newly expanded federa]w~ro1e‘ should be
clearly defined in relation to state and local reponsibil-
ities. "Otherwise, there is a risk - that education will
gradually become an activity largely or mostly federally

- financed," which in turn "would raise quéstions as to the

desirability, necessity, or nature of Federal controls that
might follow." Third, and dear to the hearts of the planners

and policy-rationalizers at BOB, the new federal role should -

be planned within the context of "broader problems of inter-
govermmental fiscal relations":

® Many and varied kinds of aid to education 5re
now being provided and specialized training

-and activities are -now being carried on by a -
number of Federal agencies, with the resultant
multiple and inconsistent relationships with .
States and colleges and with a considerable
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"\ risk that the launching of new general aid
' programs should be considered as an oppor-
‘ tunity at least for examination and possibly

for consolidation or elimination of special
programs -- also for the simplification of
Federal relationships with the recipients of
its educational grants, which would be
achieved, for example, by consolidating
numerous grants into a single one. =~ -

Finally, since properly planning such complex new relation-
ships would require extensive review "during the next 6 or 12
months," perhaps interim measures might be réc0mmended to
. " -Congress in the meantime. _
g But the Bureau was to have only two hectic months to
review the Hovde and HEW recommendations before the President
sent his Special Message on Education to the Congess on
- February 20, 1961, agg followed it with his elementary and
secondary school aid bill on February 27, ard his higher :
edhcation bi11 on March 7. 1In his contemporary case study of * g
" Kennedy's initial drive for federal aid, Hugh Douglas Price
concluded that the Hovde report "received relatively little *
/attention in the nationsat large gnd played no direct role in
shaping the Administration's proposals."®®  Whether .the
producers and readers of such newspépers as the New York((’

Times and the Wall Street Journal represent the nation at

large is debatable, but Price was wrong about the minimal
rolevof the Hovde task force. -Both BOB and HEW reacted quite
directly and repeatedly to the Hovde recommendations, and
necessarily so. The BOB staff perforce reacted to both Hovde
and HEW, since the Bureau disagreed sharply with certain por-
tions of the Hovde report, and since, as BOB staff memoranda

}
4 ‘44Price, "Kennedy Aidatanducatioﬁ éi11s," 22.
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repeatediy observed in thejr preface, "The proposals for aid
to education developed by the Department of Health, Educa-

~tion, and Welfare generally follow the Hovde Task Force

recommendations with certain modifications."

BOB's major differences with Hovde centered on one of
its major recommendations, a special aid formula targeted for
urban schools, and on three convictions of BOB that ‘Hovde
basically did not address -- nor for the most part did HEW.
On aid to urban schoools, Hovde had recommended a special
grant of $20 .per child in average daily attendance in the
public schools for cities exceeding 300, 000 in‘popuia}ion
The Bureau complained that this was both arbitrary and
demographicaiiiy unsound because the nation 3 metropoiitan
growth was occurring most dramatically 1in the suburbs,
whereas the central cities were generally 1losing popula-
tion. Furthermore, the Hovde urban recommendations "confuse

. general support and special purpose grants"; inner [City areas

with severe problems are best aided by comprehensive project
grants that involve "housing and urban renewal, welfare,
public transportation, Jas well as educational services,"
which would only overlap existing federal programs.%5

The Bureau's next two objections were, first, that the
Hovde-HEW plan inverted the proper priority on higher educa-
tion, where enroliment and constryction’ demands would greatiy
exceed elementary and secondary needs in the coming decade,
and Hovde had barely addresséd the pressing need for agreater
college scholarship aid.~ Even using HEW's five-year budget

-8

k]

45Memo Labor and Welfare Division to the Director, 25
January 1961, Director Flies, Box 376, OMB Records D Division,

‘National Archives.
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estimates, which were based on $15 per child (only half of
Hovde's per pupil assistance formula) the federal payment for
elemen y and secondany educat1on would exceed 70% of the
total, but by that fifth year (FY 1966) their enro]lments
would have increased by only 12%, whereas college enro11ments
would have increased by 32%. Second, although both Hovde and
HEW sought to avoid having federal funds substitute for state -
and tocal funds (which had been Nixon's proposal, thereby
%\ freeing up local funds for teacher's salaries), BOB called
for a stimulating or multiplier effect rather than simply a
- haintenance of effort requirement. Having flayed the Hovde-
HEW three-part proposal for (1) general aid for all public
‘ schools, (2) equalization aid for poor states, and (3)
special aid for urban schools, because¢ they appeared "too
complex” and "fall short of meeting important national
.objectives," the Bureau staff then boldly counter-proposed "a
single program of Federal grants utilizing, an equalizing
- formula based on relative state income per child in average
daily attendance. The program would " also be gradually
introduced, 1involve partial State matching based on the_
state's fiscal ability, and be conditional upon maintenance
of past effort as well as continued improvement in all 4
States."®  There followed a seven;point’exp1ication of the
Bureau s alternative deswgn, plus a proposed alternative
budget through FY 1966.
The BOB counterproposal, however rational and
scientific in its design, was doomed. It was politically

; s
5

461nese recommendations of the Labor and Welfare
Division. staff were transmitted without endorsement by
Director Bell to Sorensen and Feldman on 25 January 1961,
with a copy to Secretary Ribicoff.
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naive and never had a chance, as we shall shortly see. But
the Bureau's fourth major recommendation was to become what
Price called. the administration's “1961 secret weapon. "47

This was the Bureau's perception that. the new general aid
bill represented an unprecedented opportunity to revise the
impacted areas and vocational aid programs. Both came ‘up for
renewal on June 30, 1961, both were politically popu]ar,

hence both were customarily unassailable in Congress.

But

the BOB quite reasonably regarded them as rigid and outdated
' The brief Hovde
report had understandably ignored both. The HEW proposals
had omitted vocational education, but had urged that the
necessary reductions in impacted aid that a general aid law
HEW arqued this
on the dual and plausible grounds ‘that the impacted area and
and that the

relics of two World Wats and the Korean War.

ought to require should be attempted later.

generai aid rationales were imcompatible,

included objectional impacted provisions

that he

' President might have to approve a good general aid bill that

could ’

otherwise veto separately. But the Bureau was unpersuaded:

By including both within the general
proposal, consideration of interrelationships
by the Congress is assured; separation would
. areas of
interest, encourage a disregard fﬁ# overlap
and duplication, and practically ‘assure no
modification by the Congrggs of these existing

permit special focus on narrow -

special-purpose programs.

aid

The Budget Bureau’s fundamental challenges to the
Hovde-HEW approach were faithfully reflected in several

47ppice, "Kennedy Aid-to»Educatién Bills," 25.

48Memo of transmission, Bell to Sorensen and Fe]dman

24 January 1961, OMB Records Office.
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drafts of the President's special message on eduéation, which
were being shuffied between Sorensen, Feldman, and White in
late January and early February. But on Februéiy 13, Feldman
met with Witbur Cohen and Jack Forsythe, who was general
counsel for the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub1ic Welfare.
Forsythe reported bluntly that the further the education
message strayed from S.8 - Senator McNamara“s .aid-to-
education bill which had passed the Senate in 1960 by a
rolicall vote of 51-34 - the more difficulty it would face.
A bill similiar to S.8'"wou1d probably be reported out of
committee in a few days and would be passed overwhelmingly,
without extensive debate on the Senate floor - marking a
significant administration ach1evement "

If the bill followed the lines of the
Hovde report, it was doubtful that Senator
Hill would sponsor the measure. Senator
McNamara would have difficulty voting for the
measure. Senator Marse wou1d probably sponsor
the measure reluctantly... Senator Clark would
probably sponsor it, but without much enthu-
siam.

L As a political matter, the big city
congressmen already favor S.8, and would
probably vote for both measures. The rural
congressmen have been conditioned to S.8 and
some of them, under the Hi11-E11iot leader-
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ship, would vote for 398 but would Be repelled
by the Hovde formula.

Federal Aid to Education and the Congress:
, Jhe Debacie of 1961 .

Former Senator Kennédy therefore WQnt‘@ith a proven
Senate winner, and in his Special Message on Education of

February 20, he recommended a "three-year program of general
federal assistance for public elementary and secondary
classroom construction and teachers' salaries."

Based essentially on the bill which
passed the Senate last year (S.8), although
beginning at a more modest level of expendi-
tures, this program would assure every state
of no less than $15 for every public school
student in average daily attendance, with the
total amount appropriated (666 million dollars

¢§eing authorized in the first year, rising to
866 million over a three-year period) distri-
buted according to the equalization formula
contained in last year's Senate bill, and
already familiar to the Congress by virtue of
its similarity to the formulas contained in
the Hill-Burton ‘Hospital Construction and
other acts. Ten percent of the funds allo-
cated to each state in the first year, and an
equal amount thereafter, is to be used to help
meet the unique problems of each state's

«

* 49Memorandum of Conversation by Jack Forsythe, Wilbur
Cohen, and Myer Feldman, 13 February 1961, Box 2%, Files of
Myer Feldman, Kennedy Library. S.8 authorized $1.8, billion
in federal grants for school construction and teacher's
salaries, based on a $20 per child flat rate, and with an®
equalization formula that appealed to legislators from poor
Southern states. Senator Lister Hill and Representative Carl
E1liott were Democratic New Dealers from Alabama who had long
championed federal aid to education, .but who feared federal
sanctions in school desegregation. .
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"areas of special educational need" - depress-\ .
ed areas, slum neighborhoods and others.

_Kennedy“s message, which was read in both houses by clerks,
added that: "In accordance with the clear prohibition of the
Constitution, no elementary or secondary school funds are
allocated for constructing church schools. or paying church
school teachers' salaries; and thus non-public school
children are rightfully not counted in determining the funds
each state will receive for its public schools.” kennedy's
priority list of legislative proposals of February 21 ranked
education aid as seventh and college aid as ninth - behind

antirecession aid and welfare reform, area redevelopment,

minimum wage increase, and changes in OASDI and the feed
grain program. ) '

But when the administration's elementary and secondary
school aid bill was sent to the Hill one week Tater, it
contained a surprise unmentioned in the special message.
Title I was largely as advertised: federal grants totaling
'$3.3 billion over three years for construction or teachers'
salaries in public schools only. This was based on BOB's $15
per pupil flat rate, with the 10% set-aside as a rather vague
gesture toward the urban school problem. 'The Budget Bureau
had also previled upon HEW to include a formu]a penalty for
states that failed to maintain or increase their effort. But
the surpriée was contained in Titles Il and III. These would
make permanent the impacted areas aid (P.L.815 for construc-
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tion and P.L.874 for operation), but would reduce "their_

amountyy by hatf.50
On March 7, the President followed. with his higher
education bill, which provided for two" major programs.
First, it would provide $2.8 billion over five years in loans
for academic facilities, and second, $892 million for 212,000
four year college scholarships based on merit and need. Pri-
vate colleges, including religious schdo?s, stood to benefit
from both programs. Thus Hovde stood to get its breakthrough
in college é]assrooh construction, not to mention an
extension and -expansion of the dormitory loan program of
1950, and BOB stood to get its scholarship proposal. It
seemed 1ike - a well-crafted package, especially in light of
the previous yéar's passage.of%an aid-to-education bill by
both houses—of Congress for the first time in histony, and
now without the threat of an Eiéenhower«GOP veto.
Kennedy was asked about his school aid bills at his

press conference on March 1: '

Q. Sir, in view of the criti¢ism that has

occurred, could you elaborate on why you have

not recommended Federal aid to public and - to

private and parochial elementary and secondary
schools? . ‘

- THE PRESIDENT. Well, the Constitution clearly
prohibits aid to the school, to parochial
schools. I don't think there is any doubt of
that. The Everson case, which is probably the
most celebrated case, provided only by a 5 to

501y 1960, the federal budget for elementary-secondary
programs totaled $2.32 billion, and included $263 million for
impacted areas, $304 million for school Tunch/milk (including
surplus commodities), and $225 million for military and
Indian education and certain NDEA titles.
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4 .decision was it possible for a local com-

. munity to provide bus rides -to nonpublic
school children. But all through the majority
and minority statements on that particular
question there was a very clear prohibition
against aid to the school direct. The Supreme
Court made its decision in the Everson case by
determining that the aid was to the child, not
to the school. Aid to the school is - there
isn't any room for debate on that subject. - It
is prohibited by the Constitution, and. the
Supreme Court has made that very clear. And
therefore there would be no possibility of our
recommending it.

&

Q. But you are free to make the recom-
mendations you have made ‘which will affect
private and parochial colleges and univer-
sities?

THE PRESIDENT. Well, the aid that we
have recommended to colleges is in a different
form. We are aiding the student in the same
way the GI bill of rights aided the student.
The scholarships are given to the students who
have particular talents and they can go to the
college they want. .In that case it is afd to
the student, not to the school or college,
and, therefore, not to a particular religious
group. That 1is the distinction between
them....

The school aid question dominated discussion of domes-
/gjg—issues at Kennedy's March 8 press'conferencé, where
Kennedy opposed Roman Catholic proposals for "across-
the-board 1oans” for non-public schools -- a proposal
that was being pushed in the House by majority leader
John McCormick, who shared the President's geographic
and ethnic status s a Boston Irish Catholic. Kennedy

51Pub]ic Papers of the Presidents of the United
States: John F. Kennedy 1961 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 19627, 154-155. .
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and Secretary Ribicoff also publicly opposed attaching
desegregation riders such as the Powell amendment, and .
Congressman Powell, formerly a loose cannon on the
deck, but now attempting to appear as responsible com-
mittee chairman Powell, was persuaded to withhold it.
But the religious issue could not be con-
tained. When the National Catholic Welfare Conference
declared on behalf of the Catholic hierarchy that the
federal aid bill was unacceptable without a 7loan
program for parochial schools, the 88 Catholics in the
House became potential allies with - obstructing
Republicans and balking southernfDemocrats. This w&s
especially true on the crucial Rules Committee, wheré
the eight-man “Rayburn majority" of the newly packed
committee dincluded three Catholic Democrats: Ray
Madden (Ind.), James Delayney (N.Y.), and Thomas P.

- 0'Neill (MaSs;).

Kennedy's Backdoor Strate y:
The Covert Catholic "Sweetener”

In response to this dilemma, Kennedy's strategy
was publicly to-insist on a public school aid bill 'that
excluded private and parochial échoo1s, but privately
to h%ve Ribicoff and Sorensen secretly negotiate for a
compromise with Bishop Hannan and Monsignors Tanner and
Hurley of the NCWC. According to this p1an, the admin-
istration would send to Congféss a series of noncontro-
versial revisions to the NDEA. Then in the markup
sessions, Senators Clark and Morse would add an amend-
ment to Title IV, Section 305, which would expand
private school loans beyond defense-related equipment
to include the construction of c¢lassrooms that are ﬁsed

N
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for science, mathematics, languages, plus
English, physical fitness, and the™school 1lunch
program. This in effect would enable churchxschools to

obtain low-interest government guaranteed loans to
construct virtually any - structure short of ~the
chapel. For\g atholic president to appear to be a
party to such an agreement would be .politically
'suicidal. So Sorensen closed his "Administrativéﬁy
Confidential" memo with the st1pu1ation that "there was
to'be no mention or indication that the Administration
‘had played any role or taken any position on thisi
amendment or course of strategy."52 It would aﬁpear to
be merely a matter of congressional discre;jgn;,aqd"the
President at his press conferences 'consistently denied
being a party to such maneuvers.

| Accordingly, on April 20, Ribicoff sent Kennedy
his proposed noncontroversial amendments to the NDEA.

~ Meanwhile, Senator Morse's committee duly held hearings
and after markup reported out S.102f, which authorized.
$2.5 billion in' public school grants for operation,
maintenance, construction, and also for teacher's
salaries. On May 25, the Senate passed S.1021 by a
vote of 49-34 (D 41-21; R 8-22). On June 1, the House
Education and Labor Committee reported a clean bill
(H.R. 7300) similar to the Senate-passed bill, and
sought a rule for floor hearing.  But the Rules
Committée, 'under heavy Catholic pressure, especia11y

52Memo Sorensen . to the President, 12 Apr11 1961,
"Education and Religion" Folder, Box 33, Files of Theodore
Sorensen, Kennedy Library.
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from Delaney and 0'Neill, held up considering H.R. 7300
until it received the NDEA amendments with. the hew
provision for pafochial school loans.

-Despite Kennedy's denidls of complicity, the
strategy of using NDEA revision to'smugg]e in aid to
-parochial schools was tranéparent. On June. 20 the New
York Times'editoria11y complained that NDEA revision in
Congress -had been "domingted by efforts to write into
this Tlegislation provisions for aid to. private and
parochial schools," which was "now being used as a
cover under which there s an attempt to slip through..
large-scale Federal aid 'to non-public schoo]s:" The
Times supported  the original Kennedy bil11 being
sponsored by Represenfative Frank Thompson (D-NJ) in
the House, opposed the NDEA gambit for sweetening the
Catholic lobby, and urged New York City's Rep. Delaney
to support fellow Catholic Thompson's bill in the Rules
Committeeﬂ But Catholics Delaney and 0'Neill held the
Thompson piII hostage in Rules until the NDEA bill
arrived. So Powell's ‘committee shortly complied by
reporting out the NDEA bill, H.R. -7902. But the tense
jockeying in Rules still held up all th bills. On
July 3 the Times editorially complained that the NDEA
ransom had been paid, but still the school aid hostage
remained imprisoned in Rules. ;

. Even in the unsavory business of
holding hostages, it is customary to set the
victim free once the ransom has been “paid.
The amended NDEA was the ransom: and so the -
public-school bill ought to be by any rules of.
this nasty game, Jibertated from the Rules

) Committee, where it has unconscionably been
held by a strange coalition. '




Then on July 18 Virginia's Judge Smith teamed up{ with
Mississippi's Colmer and Catholic Delaney in indeed a strange
coalition to join the “five Rules Committee Republicans in

“killing the public scho 1 bill, the NDEA bill, and the
college aid .bi1l in anv aggernoon of acr1mony and s1aughter
The Republicans wanted‘ino bill at all, nor did Southern
Democrats Smith and Colmer. The Catholics wanted the NDEA

_ "sweeteners" for baroghia1 schools, but - three southern
Democrats - Carl Elliott of Alabama, Homer Thornberry of
Texas, and James Tnimb1e of Arkansas - ogﬁected -to such
th1n1y d1sgu1sed chunﬁhﬁ$a1d in the unlikely . name of.
defense. The key wa§§ éﬁaney, who ref]ected understandable
Catholic fears that fedeﬂh1 aid for public school teachers'
salaries posed potent1a1ﬂy ruinous compet1tJon for poorly
paid Catholic lay teacherg. The paralysis was comp1ete.

 *Fiasco”
‘When news of the butchery in Rules reached the White
House, Kennedy ca]]ed wjlbur Cohen into the Oval Office and
. 1nqu1red."w11bur, why couﬂdn t you get one more Republican on ‘
the Rules Committee to vote with us?" Cohen recalls his‘
response: = "Impetuously /and somewhat annoyed, ‘F retorted:
'Mr. President, why candit you get one more Catholic?' The
President shrugged h1£’ shoulders, half-smiled and dropped
further discussion."®3 ¥ ' ' :
At 'Kennedy's press conference on July 19, he was
asked: "Mr. President, the whole bundle of your school
legislation was torpedoed in the House Ru1es Commi ttee

yesterday, and its c]eag?that one of the th1ngs that largely
. é?

b
e

534i1bur Cohen, letter to the author, 20 April 1981.




helped to sink it was the religious issue. Will you discuss

that problem, including the report that you have just about
‘gfven up on passing school legislation .in this first session
of this Cengress?" President Kennedy rep]ied

® we11 1 know that we were defeated in the
Rules Committee by a vote of 8 to 7. I will
say that'7 ‘of those 8 votes came from members
of Congress who were in the last election.
They have, of course, their responsibi1ity to
meet. But the fact of the matter is that
there are procedures available to the House of
Representatives to adopt this bill, in spite
of the action yesterday, before the session
ends. .

_ Now, .the Senate passed it by a generous
% it majority and it came out of the House Commit-
4 ‘tee with support. . I consider it to 'be proba-
bly the . most important piece of domestic
legislation. I'm hopeful that the members of
e - Congress who support this will use .those
. ' procedures which are available to them under
- _ the rules of the .House to .bring this to a
- . vote, and that a majority gx the members of

Congress will- support it....

_ ~The procedure Kennedy was referring “to was the seldom used
J and rare]y effective device qf Calendar Wednesday, which was
' des1gned to short—circuit the ‘House Committee structure in
emergency. But Ribicoff and Cohen preferred to attempt
through normal channels (which necessarily included the Rules
§ 1og Jam, and especia]]y Delaney) a compromise that wou]d drop
the two most controversf9l items in the original package:
aid for teachers salaries and‘ﬂthe NDEA sweetener for

o i .. ] " \, . B .L
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Catho]ics.55 Instead it ~would extend impacted‘ school

construction only ih overcrowded districts (by the same

amount the House had passed in 1960). A separate title would

. provide $300 milTion for constructing college f jties.
Supporting the last- d1tch compromise, Sorensen/'emph ized
that $180 million of _the college aid would be in grants
rather than loans - “and to accept grants as well as loans is
a major change- from the original administration'
position."56 On August 14 Sorensen advised Kennq:y that
“there is no real pos§1b111ty of the bill receiving approval |
without clearing the House Rujes Committee. This means that
it must receive the support of either Cohgressman Delaney or

] avRepub1ican member." He further added that “the compromise
measure advanced by Secretary Ribicoff last week failed to
win a commitment from key House leaders, apparently because

. it went too far -- and from key Senate leaders, apparently
“pecause it did not go far enough. "57  Sorensen even argued

A * Hubert Humphgej had denounced, ,but rather "in some ways a
better bill than before." He added the Nixonian rationale.
that "It is the old bill without teachers' salaries, which is
what both Houses have passedibefone. Teachers will be glad

¥;55Memo Ribicoff to the President, 20 July 1961; memo,
Cohen to Sorenson [sic], 7 August 1961 and 9 August 1961 Box
32, Sorensen F1¥?§ Kennedy Library.

N

56Memo, orensen to the President, 9 August 1961, Box
32, Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library. .

. . o
57Memo,_Sorensen to the President, 14 August 1961, Box
32, Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library. , :

. that the compromise was not the "anemic" bill that_Senato} o
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to get any Federal afd to education after 40 years - and

Tocal fungs will thus be freed for salaries,"58 |
Kennedy accepted the compromi se proposal, and Rep.
Thompgon introduced 1t éfyr H.R. 8890. The drastically
watered-down, one-year °© mergency" school construction bill
was - denounced by Catholics as discriminatory; by the NEA as

woefully inadequate; and by House Repubiicans as a rai1r03¢ .
“job. When Rep. Powell sought its consideration on August 30

on the House floor theough the CaVendar wednesday procedure,
he was trounced in a roll-call vote\of 170-242 (D 164- 82; R-
160). Price observed of this stunning defeat for the
administration that "the massive opposition consisted of 160
Republicans, 70 southerp, Democrats, and 12 won-southern
Democrats " The higher education companion bill, H.R. 8900,

was then sent to the Rules Commi ttee, where it rana1ned
buried. : ‘
The New York fimes editorialized on. September 6 that
the "failure of 1eadersh1p, in the White House, in the

Department of HEW, and in the House of Representatives gives
little.cause for hope. Compromise has ‘been the order of the
day, and the result has been a fiasco for Federal aid to
education and a disaster for the nation's public schools.'

On September 6 the House extended the NDEA and impacted aid
for two years, the Senate agreed (despite Kennedy's plea for

:

14
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*price, "Kemnedy Afd-to-Education Bil 1s,"  66.
Unfortunately, Price covered essentially the same ground two

years later in "Schools, Scholarships, and Congressmen,”" in ' '

Alan F. Westin (ed.); The Centers . of Power (New York:
Harcourt Brace & WOrld 1964), 53-105.
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a one=yéar extension), and on October 3 Kennedy signed the
“unsound and uneconomical” bills with “"extreme re‘luetanée."sg

At his press conference following Powell's Calendar
Wednesday failure, Kennedy had observed that "everyone is for
education but they're a1l for a different education bill. . .
So we will be back next year."80 But beyond his occasional
public rhetoric, he ﬁadn't worked very hard to push through
his eduction program in 1961. He had' ducked civil rights,

provided 1ip service to education, and instead had placed his-

.priorities, on aid for depressed areas, expanded trade, a
~ broadened minimum wage, housing‘and foreign aid, where his

~ Congressional victories had been.impreesive. As the first
Catholic President, he was politically condemned to oppose
'paroch1a1 school aid in his e]eme;\tary and secondary school
program. But his covert encouragement of the NDEA sweetener
for CathoHcs was a sham that backfired\on h1m, and his
“repeated denials were d1silngenuous The second- session of
the 87th Congress would occur in an election year, and if
Kennedy seriously intended to try again on federﬂ aid to
education, he would2need a new formula: w1th the sam.& o1d
Congress, especially in. the volatile House.

_59New York Times, 4 October 1961.

- 60pyp1ic Papers: Kennedy, 1961, 574. Sorensen's year-
end summary of Kennedy's record in domestic affairs concluded
that the administration's biggest disappointment was educa-
tion, and claimed that "No other piece of domestic legisla-
tion received as much Administration effort, leadership, con-
tracts, etc.” See Sorensen's draft of 29 December 1961, “"THE
KENNEDY RECORD IN DOMESTIC AFFAIRS, 1961," Sorensen Fﬂes,
Kennedy Library.
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CHAPTER TWO N

KENNED ¥
. AND
THE LEGACY OR.ASSASSINATION
| SRR

The Political Context of 1962

Because 1962 was an election year, sentiment was
widespread in Congress to avoid the controversial issues
surrounding the federal aid-to-education question untii

1963.  HEW Secretary Ribicoff had sent President Kennedy a
five page postmortem memo on October 6, 1961, -that analyzed

the failure of 1961 and f1at1y asserted that "A broad pro-
gram of grants to states for public school. construction and
teacheré' salaries " is virtually impossib]é to pass."1
Ribicoff urged Kenﬁedy to abandon such a state grant pro-
gram, or at 1east postpone it until 1963, and pressiinstead
in 1962 for the h1gher education b111 and the med1ca1 pro-

fessions b1]1

1Memo, Rib1coff to Kennedy, 6 October 1961, Box 34,-

Sorensen Files, -Kennedy Library. Ribicoff sent copies to
Sorensen, 0' Br1en, and Dav1d Bell.
v
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-Then, face squarely the fact that a general aid .
bi11 for construction and teachers' salaries has
been killed by the House Rules Committee and
cannot be enacted by this Congress, make this an
issue for the '62 elections with a commitment to
press for it in '63, but insist that the needs
dre so great that some steps must be taken
now. ~Therefore, trapsmit @ new bill, the Emer-
gency Educational Opportunities Act of 1962,
whith would include a series of special purpose
programs to aid teachers, improve course con-
tent, step up the level of needed research,
etc. The bill could, if desired, be .in the form
of amendments to NDEA. The bill could also in-
clude, as one of its features, a one-year con-
struction program for school districts urgently
in need, or this program could be introduced in
separate legislation. ’

In retrospect, this was shrewd political advice. 4

But President Kennedy was determined to ask the _Congress
for an even more elaborate education package than he had in
1961. In his annual State of the Union message on Januray
11, 1962, Kennedy announced that he would continue to push
for enactment of his failed 1961 programs for construction
~and teacher salary aid (for public scHools only), and at the
college level, for federal scholarships_as well as construc-
(‘iion loans for academic facilities. He also hinted that he
would ask for several new education programs in addition to
those that had been rejected by the first session of the 87th
Congr‘e‘ss.3 ' ) - ke

When Congress received Kennedy's special message ph
education on February 6, it contained a ;enqpoint program,
headed by his p1qg&for,the enactment of}the previous year's.

o
v v

21bid,
3pubtie Papers: Kennedy, 1962, 9.
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general aid bills, S. 1021 and H.R. 7300 a-'1ong m9ribund in
Judge'Smith°s Rules Committee graveyard.4 But appended to
Kenn@dy's 1ead section on general public school aid for
construction and teacher's salaries wa§ a novel proposal for
federal scholarships and granfs designed to upgrade# the
quality of teaching. = This was. included in Wilbur Cohen's
original submission to the Hhite House of December 6, and it

“had elicited the enthusiéstic endorsement of the Budget
‘Bureau, whose staff foresaw little _useful educational (as

distinguished from political) impact in spreading $300
million federal dollars over a national teachers payroll of

$8 or $9 billion, and who wanted instead to use federal funds

to reward merit.d Ribicoff had made the same argument in his
memo to Kennedy of October 6, 1961.

In addition to the President's new quality-improvement
proposal, there were two other new proposals, one to combat
adult illiteracy and one to aid. handicapped children. Other
special proposals were renewed from 1961 and.included aid for ,
medical and dental education, aid to educate the children of
migrant workers, and a federal advisory council to aid the
arts. ‘Kenﬁedy also backed é pending bill,. S. 205, that
proposed a noncontroversial program of construction aid for
educational television, and he called for _increased NSF

7.

| 41bid., 110-17.

sStaff'me'mo of M.S. March, "Analysis of HEW's propo-
sals for 1962 education legislation," .Director Files, Box
410, OMB Records Division, National Archives. The memo con-
ceded with considerable. understatement that the Budget
Bureau's recommended approach "might not be enthusiastically
received by the NEA which has favored a seniority basis for

. pay scales and wants a general teachers' subsidy bi11."

“~




appropriations to improve ‘high' school écience. education.
Only the last two items,vwhich passed the Congress without
difficulty, ever got past the Rules Committee. The co]]ége
aid bill, H.R. 8900, which was left over from 1961, and which
Kennedy re-endorsed for 1962, fared better. H.R. 8900 had
passed the House on January 39, 1962, and it passed the
Senate on February 6, both by 1large majorities. Bé%%

v

versions of the college aid bi11 contained differ1ng~¢

amendments, but this typica1 circumstance was what -conference
committees were \designed to iron oyt through - trade-offs.
Higher education had seemed largely immune from the'whiplash
over race, religion, and federa] control that tortured the
debate over general aid to the lower schools. Catholic and
Baptist and Lutheran colleges had 1ohg received federal funds
-to support dormitory construction and science laboratories
- and language instruction and the like, and the G.I. Bill had
even longer provided federal scholarships to veterans at
sectarian institutjons. And quite demonstrably, the postwar
baby boom to -which the returning é.I.fs had so heartily

s ?

contributed Qas beginning to flood the underbuilt and:

undermanned college and university campuses, and the four
million colleage students of 1960 were expected to double by
1970. Even the Christmas break between the‘firsf and éecbnd
sessions of the 87th Congress;‘fronica11y enough, had seemed
to ca]m the nasty religious wars of 1961, and on the very day

that Kennedy sent his special message on education .to the -

Hi11, the Senate passeéd H.R. 8900 by a roll-call vote of 69
to 17. The House had passed its version on January 30 by 5
thump1ng rol1-c§ll vote of 319 to 80. Its prospects seemed
bright. g

~
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The College Aid Debate of 1962 .

‘But’ there were land mines scattered about. One involved
the distinction between federal 71oans and grants for the
construction -of academic facilities. 1In 1961, the Kennedy
administration had requested generously subsidized federal -
Toans. But committee. “testimony had revealed that many
_to11eges either could not afford to participate without
raising tuitions or eliminating teachers’ salary increases,
or were restricted by state constitutions from berrowing. So

~H.R. 8900 -called for both loans and grants. While taxpayer-
subsidized 1oans to private sectarian co]]eges had establish-
ed precedents however, outright federal grants had none.
This provision considerably increased the' vu]nerab111ty of
federal college aid to the religious-war crossfire, which had
previously been largely avoided. In7hisfspeéia1 message to
Congress of Feﬁruary 6, 1962, Kennedy attemptéd to finesse
this problem by urging the Congress "th1s month [to] comp]ete
its action on legislatien to assist in the building" of
academ1c fac111ties [emghases added] -- with no reference to

1oans versus grants.’

President Kennedy strgde more boldly - into the other
~ major region of dangerous terrain. This concernedf?he issue
~ of #edera] scholarships. It involved,/at the student rather
than the institutional level, essen§!;11y.‘the same loans-
than a religious dispute. This tendency had been demon-
strated in 1961, when the first college aid bil reported by
the House Education and Labor committee, H.R. 7215, which had
provided for 200, 000 scholarships, was killed in Rules on
~July 18, mainly because:-the Republicans objected to federal
’scho]arships for the br1ght but needy. Students should not
{

81 . .
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~versus-grants dichotomy, but it triggered a partisan rather
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be "induced“ to go to ;o11ege, the Republicans argued. So
the dead H.R. 7215 was transformed into the alive H.R. 8900
simply by omitting the scholarship provisions. But in
Februany of 1962, Kennedy was committing himse]f to a huge
Democratic constituency: families earning Tess than $5,600 a
year -- one half of all American families in 1960 -- who

could not afford to send their children to college even with

His language -was direct {although to ‘a
generation once removed by exponential 1nf1atioh, his dollar

student 1loans.

amounts will appear archaic).

'The average cost of higher education today -- up
nearly 90 percent s\jnce 1950 and still rising --
is in excess of $1,780 per year per student, or
$7,000 for a four ye€ar course.  Industrious

* “students can earn a part—of this -- they or
their families can borrow a part of it -- but
one-half of all American fanilies had incomes
below $5,600 in 1960 -- and they cannot be
expected to borrow, for example, $4,000 for each
talented son or daughter that deserves to go to
college. - Federal scholarships providing up to
$1,000 a year can fill part of this gap.‘

On higher education aid, Kennedy could appeal with honor

both to the lower-income families with co]]ege aspirations,
and to the restive Catholics -- Democrats most of them. And
congressional Republicans, who had so long become accustomed
to a sort of knee-jerk minority oppositionism,’ could be
expected to play the politics of eTection-year 1962 with
_faithful consistency, .

By pressing for both the lower and the-higher- educat1on
aid bills in 1962, Kennedy was risking mutual contamination
by the religious and partisan controversies. Fred M.
Hechinger, who covered educat1on for the New York T1me€
reportéd on Febtuany 11 that Kennedy's message had "clearly

_ upset some of the estimates of his own supporters,” who.had
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hoped that he would not renew the driveg fg

secondary 'school aid until 19@3. ‘ But
. observed: ' ’ ' .

At the same time, some educators are
dismayed that persons close to the White House
continue to 1indicate that the President 1is
reconciled to settling for the other parts of
the package, without action on aid to the public
elementary and secondary schools. .

whétever the sincerity of Kennedy's intentions, the Congress
basically 1ignored his general aid bill, but the Roman
Catholic lobby did not. The day after Kennedy delivered this
education message, Cardinal Spellman told meeting of the
New York Archdiocesan Teachers Institute th;§ the President's
- school aid proposals would mean "“the end of our parochial
=schools,” and that excluding parochial sCQoo1s from the
program would be a "terrible crime."P ‘When Kénnedy was asked
about his dilemma at his press conference on Februany’7, he
responded that "because I think it is such.an urgent.matter,
I will do eveF}thing I can to have the Congress take
ction on this subject this year."7 His actions
never matChed his rhetoric, and his general aid bill went

favorable

ndBhere,” But the re]igious_ controversy was pcwerfully
ed, and the political !Utmosphére that had earlier

appeared cordia1,td the college aid bi11’was thereby severely
. contaminated.

S IS T P

e B ERE President's flawed strategy was worsened further
by partisan maneuvering, bad luck, and political accident.
H.R. 8300 could have avoided the House bottleneck in Rules

~

ENew York Times, 8“Febfuary‘1962.

TPublic Papers: Kennedy, 1962, 121.

> . '
. f .
/ ©
«
g




1énd gone sfraight to conference in February, when bipartisan
support was strong, but for the single objection on February
8 of Represéntative Albert H: Quie, a Republican from
Minnesota, which automatically sent H.R. 8900 to 'the Rules
Committee. A respected member of the House Education and |
Labor Committee, Quie explained that he “just.wanted to buy
enough time . . . so that the House will not have to accept:
the Senate's scholarship provisions. "8  And buy . time he did
== three months of deadlock in Rules, which a]]owed time for
the religious and partisan and ultimately racial controver-
sies to reappear and fester. On February 18, six national
é%]]eqe associations issued a joint statement calling for
both loans and grants for classroom construction, but not
mentioning scholarships -- hence they preferred the House
bill to the Senate bill. 9‘ The higher educat1on community was
yn1ted “against federal aid 1limited to loans because
" approximately 40 states variously prohibited indebtedness by
the pub]%c colleges, and hence federal aid limited to loans
would discriminate against the public sector. But a
potential compromise program of only loans. for private
colleges (1nc1ud1ng sectarian schools) but both grants and
= ' loans for gub11c colleges produced private college resentment
at unequa1 treatment. =Finally, any compromise that would
\attempt to bar grants from sectarian but not from nonseé-

e en i NGRS T o S 3

8Congressional Quarterly Almanac: 1962, 1962, 235.

, IThe organizations were the American Council on
Educatior, the Association of American Universities, the
American Association of Junior Colleges, the Association of
American Colleges, the American Association of State Colleges
and Universitiesy and the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. ‘ :

\
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tarian private co11eges would run afoul of -the virtuaﬂ
impossibility of deigg:ng the line separating the two. Add

to all this the dispute over scho]arships, and it is easy to -

see how ground for possible comprom1se was so difficult to
find.  Given such controversial Jockey1ng, a rule was not
granted for conference until May 2, and then only by a narrow
vote of 8'to 6, with all five committee Republicans being
joined in dissent by conservative Democrat William Colmer of
Mississippi. To get a conference rule, Powell had to promise
Judge Smith and his House colleagues that' he wou1d refuse to
accept the Senate's scholarship provision.

But there were problems in the Senate also. Chairman
Lister Hi11 of the Labor and Public we1fore Committee, who
was a veteran New Dealer, was up for re-election _against a
staunch Alabama conservative, and as a result his usual
strong support for education legislation, which was ‘often
crucial in wooing his fellow southerners, was greatly cur-
tailed. Hi11 was adamant]y opposed to the House bill's

grants to private colleges, and his Senate co11eague, Wayne‘

Morse,. w?o chaired the Education Subcommittee, also opposed
grants to church-re]ated colleges as unconstitutional.

(Morse was also d1stracted during the early weeks of tW%
“conference impasse by an intense Senate floor fight over the
communications satellite bill). Opposition to grants for
sectarian colleges was reinforced on June 16 when five
~ powerful educqtigﬂ_qroups,gallmofmthemkﬁnvo1ved-primari1y in

lower education, sent telegrams to all the House-Senate con-
ferees opposing federal grants for ohstructioh of academic
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’especia11y among sou;@?rn Democrats. ' Representative Georgé

4

facilities at sectarian colleges as a vio]ation»df the prin-
ciple of separation of church and state,lo

Then on June 25, the Supremé Court ruled 6-1 in the case
of Engle v. Vitale that the reading of an offical nonde- |
nominational prayer in New York state public schools was
unconstitutional. J The negative political reaction was sharp, ‘ S

Andrews of Alabama egpressed his double-edged moral outrage
agaiqst the Warren court suctinct]y:' "They put the Negroes
in the schools-and now they've driven God out."11  Although e
the Kennedy admin1stration had been. unexpectedly caut1ous in ‘
its ciyil rights po]icies, ‘white southern fears began to grow
as the administration proposed a law to baﬁ Jiteracy tests in
federal elections by making a sixth-grade education a pre--
sumption of 1iteracy (this was filbustered to death in the
Senate). In the executive agencies, the‘Office of Education
in December of 1961 required a rac1a1 ‘nondiscrimination, '
‘c1ause in contracts with colleges and universities selected ' }
for NDEA Tanguage institutes (six soutW&rn institutions then |
withdrew from the program, but 22 remained). In March of L
1962, Ribicoff amnounced that effective September 1963, HEW

would withhold funds from segregated 0schoo1s' receiving s
impacted area funds (military bases were disproport1onate1y' .
located in the South). And 1in September, the Justice ' )

0

S .

-

. — e D
101he five organizations were the American Association -

of School Administrators, the "American Vocational Associa-

tion, -the Council "of Chief State acEchoo] Officers, the”

National Congress of Parents and Teachérs, and the National

School Boards Association: A1l had been closely associated

with the NEA. '

-

Congressional Quarterly Almanac: 1962, 240.
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Department filed its first impacted areas suit to bar federal
aid from racially segregated public schools in Prince _George
County, . V1rg1n1a.12 By September, while the conference .
committee remained deadlocked, the growing controversy over
the admission of James™ Meredith to Ole Miss would further
stiffen southern resistance to administration proposals
(including Kennedy's announcement that. he would appoint
Robert Heaver'as'Sécretaty of a Department of Urban Affairs

. 1f Congress would authorize its establishment -- which it d1d”

not while Kennedy was Pres1dgnt)

The Disorganization of the Executive Branch

Compounding all these growing difficulties was organiza-

“’tiona1 disarray in the executive branch.- It started at the

top, with Kennedy's highly personal, Toosely structured, and

“ad” hoc style of organ§z1ng the Presidency. The consensus of

the comparative Titerature on organizing the executive branch
is that Kennedy rejected the highly structured Eisenhower
pyramid with ,its ‘military-style hierarchical staff system,

and functioned instead ‘as his own chief of staff, presiding .

&

~

[

IZSee.Brauer, Kennedy and the Second Reconstruction;
144-51. By January of 1 ustice ha our more such
suits in Alabama, M1SS1ss1pp1, and Lou1s1ana. .
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with informal openness over a group of generalist aides.lé
The oral histories in Boston and in Austin depict a charming, .

" inteTlectually curious young President given to g fluid style
- of relationships. One surprising strength “of Kennedy's

By

presidential style is that his relationship with his senior
competitor, Lyndon Johnson, became one of reasonably cordial
and mutual respect. All evidence testifies to Kennedy's
concern that Vice President Johnson be assignzﬁ’duties of
considerable magnitude, so»thaf his Vice Presidency not.be
measured by the bitterness of fellow-Texan ~John Nance
Garner. The same evidence testffies to "Johnson's probably
astonished but gratified response to Kennedy's solicitude.
This complicated relationship of competing egoes produced’

'manyvstrengths and weaknesses that the iiterature thoroughly

expliores. But in federal \eduéagion policy, where Vice
President Johnsdn played no discernible role, it produced
primarily weaknesses. The President himself,” 1ike most-
modern Presidents, became primarily interested in the “point"

~decisions of foreign pochy‘rather than the "1ine" decisions

. ' ]
L1pe best scholarly study is Stephen Hess, Organizing
the Presidency (Washington,D.C.: Brookings, 19767, 78-92,
but see also Patrick Anderson's superior journalistic insight
in the The President's Men (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, -
1968), 135-298; R. Gordon Hoxie, The White House: Organiza--
tien and .Operations (New York: Center for the Study of the

Presidency, 19717; Richard Tanner Johnson, Managing the White
House (New York: Harper & Row, 1974), éspecially chapter

five; Lewis W. koenig, The Chief Executive (New York:

Harcourt-Brace-dovanovich, ~, 19/5); Thomas E.. Cronin, The
State of the Presidency (Boston: Litlle, Brown, 19757;

Stephen J. Wayne, The Ltegislative Presidency (New York:
Harper & Row, 1978); and -Bradley D.. Nash, Organizing and
Staffing the Presidency (New York: Center'for the Study of

the Pre§TEency,_1980), especially chapter two.

88




A

N -, of HEW or USOE. Sorensen and Feldman in substantive poiicy : U
) and 0'Brien in congressional iiaison were exceptionally able
f’ aides, but they were spread too thin,. and thqy were working
with a Congress in which the President had no functional
majority. This weakness of style and commitment at the top
was transmitted to HEW and USOE. Secretary Ribicoff grew to
Toathe his job at HEW, where the paucity of "Schedule C"
quiticﬁT appointment§ yielded unusual power to entrenched
civil servents. "I used to be Number One in Connecticut”,
‘Ribicoff complained to Wilbur Cohen, "Now I'm Number 64
here."14  Ribicoff was uninterested and untalented in’
administfation,/ regardedcoHEw as "ungover%ab1e," and was
frustrated by his legislative failures on the Hill. ° He
enjoyed a close relationship with Kennedy, but coh1d not seem
to persuade such key congression?1 powers as Senator List%n\
" HiTl or Representative John Fogarty. So he  Tonged to join
them., When Kennedy disregarded Ribicoff's - advice on
education policy for 1962, beicoff cast his eyes on a Senate
seat from Connecticut, and in July of 1962 he resigned as
Secretary to run for (and win) that Senate seat.
Cohen's recollections of Ribicoff are not flattering:
" Ribicoff left because; first he . is a politi-
. cal animal; hé is not ‘an administrator . . . he )
- was in fact an extremely poor administrator. one .
¥i§§\ - of the poorest we had as Secretary of HEW .". He
- was fnterested particularly in his own political

future15 -He was very self-centered and egotis-
tical.

= 4

/

14Transcript, Wilbur Cohen Oral History Interview, 24
May 1971, 69, Kennedy Library.
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Ribicoff was replaced 'by Mayor Anthony Celebrezze of
Cleveland, whom Cohen regarded as reflective of'white House
cynicism toward HEW because the appointment was predicated
Tess oOn merff—zggn on Celebrezze's Italian credentials as a
boost for Ted Kennedy's senate race in Massachusetts.l® 1In
time, Cohen came to have a decent respect for Celebrezze.
ATlthough he believed that the "Kennedy people didn't have any
respect for Celebrezze -- they‘didn't think Celebrezze had
the mental abilities," Cohen conciuded that
Now, it turned out that Celebrezze was a very
good secretary, but mainly because he let the
- White . House determine all the = significant
things, and the reason for that is he wanted a.

vjudgeship So his attitude was to play it cool,
do what they want, and I'11 get my judgeship.

And indeed he did. :
At the Office of Education, the Kennedy administration's
- appointment for:Commissioner was Sterling McMurrin, ‘a man
Kennedy did not even know -- which testifies at least
indirectly to Kennedy 3 baS1c gut disinterest in education
policy, and Teast through 1962.  Actually, McMurrin was ‘a
potentially able Commissioner, the first to be chosen from
the ranks of higher education (he was a ﬁ}ofessor of philo-
sophy from the University of Utah); previous Commissioners
‘had been drawn from the ran{s of the public. school bureau-
cracy, and generally 1lacked serious claim to national
distinction. But Professor McMurrin was the administration’s
fourth choice, after James Allen of New York and two others
had declined the appointment. Francis Keppel recalls:

161hid., 68.
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Ribicoff decided that he would handie*all ‘the
politics on Capitol Hill and McMurrin would sit
back and think high' thoughts in the Qffice of
Education. Well the politics fell apart some-
thing terrible, and . . . a bill which_had been

put together with bailing wire for r;gh§%§ggg£i:

tion got on the fioor of the House.

-

“Nonreimbursable Loans® ‘

The conference committee deadlock over federal aid: to
higher education during the summer of 1962 is reflected in
the frustrated reports of Lapry 0'Brien's pulse-takers from ™

0'§rjen on the House conferees:18

both houses on the Hi11, which mirror the dismal prospect of

a repeat of the paralysis of 1961. Charles Daly reported to

[Edith] Green sees. the education conference as-

"almost hopeless" and says there is some feeling
talks should -cease .for a while. Most of the
Senators. are firmly against dgrants to private
colleges; their idea of extending loans to
private colleges and grants to public dinsti-
tutions would get little ‘backing in "the House.
On the question of s¢holarships, she is working
to develop some sort of acceptable compromise
but here, too she is not optimistic.

As  for Representatide Green's view of her
counterparts: '

In her view, the only place we might possibly be
helpful now is in modifying the Senators' atti-
tudes toward grants. She says Clark is okay on
grants, Javits has at least swung over to the
point: where he acknowledges there is a differ-

L]

1 transcript, Keppel Oral History Interview, 21

1969, 1-2, Johnson Library.

18Memo, Daly to O0'Brien, 20 July 1962, Bo

Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library.

~
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grants. Yarborough would-
’ okay grants/ to non:church-related private
colleges (pyesenting a problem of definitign),
. Morse’ mighf possible [sic] support grants,
Randolph is opposed to ~grants and McNamara is
against everything. She suggests we "hit
Randolph and McNamara. ' .

) &

Z

0 BY1en s Senate nosé-counter, Mike Manatos, %@ported<.on
Senator McNamara's opinion of this "worthTess piece of

Tegisiation," and this assessment reflected the same’mood of

~.gloom.

My meeting this morning with Senator McNamara
developed the same feeling of hopelessness with -
regard to the Conference on Higher Education as
expressed by Congresswoman Green. He is resent-
ful of the attempt, as he construes it, of the
House Rules Committee to dictate terms of the
Conference to the Senate . . . . He thinks
grants should go only ‘to non-church schools ‘and
that E&urch supported colleges should have loans
on]y :

\
The dual essence of the problem was that, f1rst .the

House conferees cont1nued to insist on annts for both public

and private atadem1c fac111t1es, whereas the Senators
insisted on 1loans but not grants to private colleges.
Second, the House would not accept«the Senate's scholarship
provision. So President Kennedy -"hit" Senator McNaumara in

" late JéT} with a proposal that, if the House copferees flatly

refused to consider coliege student scholarships, as directed

by the Rules Committee,, then the Senate conferees ought to

consider an inventive "student loan expansion with forgive-

ness of repayment for those enter1ng occupations requ1red by
QR

\ o

/ . . .
19Memo, Manatos to 0'Brien, 21 July 1962 Box 33,
Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library. ' o
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simmarized Mrs. Green's creative formula for transforming: a

g
\

the nat1ona1 interest and in short supply. n20 The logic of
this Tegis1at1ve ingenuity, wh1ch would so d17ate the
repayment requ1rements of a Toan that it would approximate a

hi
o e

- de facto federai grant in the guise of a Toan, or a grant

under the loan rubric, was suggested by the NDEA of 1958,
wh1ch forgave repayment requirements’ for students who

entered the teachvng profession in areas given priority by.

NDEA. ’

Wi1bur Coh%n the self- -proclaimed ' saTam1 sT;cer whose

relentless incrementalism in social Tlegisiation was appro-
priately reflected in that metaphor, pounced on this e1ast1c
poss1b11ity in his tireless and effective liaison between the
White House and the Hi17 -- in this case between Ed1th Green
and Theodore Sorensen. - '

‘Cohen's conf1dent1a1 memo. to Sorensen of 3 August 1962

student Toan, upomwhich the House conferees insisted, 1nto a, -

student grant, which the Senate conferees demanded. Th1s
included requiring no 1nst1tutiona1 contribution (NDEA
requ1red a8 10% institutional contribution) no ceiling of
federal payments to an institution (the NDEA ceiling was
$250 ,000 per year), no interest charge on the 1oans (NDEA
charged 3% start1ng the second year after leaving. coT1ege)

and, most stunningly, a novel federal refusal to express any
academic or vocational preference, especially insofar as

superior student performance and therefore promise was cong

&

cerned:

ZOMemo, Sorensen to President, 24 July 1962, Box 32
Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library. -
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No preference would be given for students with
.superior academic backgrounds who express a

desire to teach or to students whose academic
backgrounds indicate superior preparation or

capacity in science, matheqqtics, engineering, N
or modern foreign languages

Better yet, annual repayments of principal would be 1imi ted
to 5% of the borrower's taxable income -- which would
approximate $150 on a gross annual income for a new %eacher
in the early 1960s of $4,000 -- and. the "Commissioner of
Education could, by regulation -further reduce repayments for
good cause shown."22 But the maximum flexibility lay in .the
elasticity .of the NDEA's precedent for "forgiveness," which
under the NDEA applied only to- teachers in public elementary
or secoﬁdary‘schoo]s:

= Up to 50 per cent of 1oan would be forgiven, at

' a rate of 10 per cent of unpaid balance per
year, for each yFar S service (subsequent to the
making of the Joan) in an "area of critical
manpower need in the ngtional interest" or in
the Armed Fdrces . . . . Such "areas" would be
determined annually by . the Secretaries of
Defense, Labor, and Health, Education, -and
Welfare.

. 7O empower so ﬁany cabinet'Secretaries to annually determine
~areas of "critical manpower need" for federal 1oan fo7g1ve-

ness was indeed a F1eX1b1e instrument, and it appea]ed to the
comprom1s1ng sent1ments of conferees Edith Green and Joseph
Clark, who conv1nceﬁ the1r conference colleagues to report
out a version o;/ H.R. 8900 on September 19 that - would

.

. " /_‘/.
21Memo,, Cohen to Sorensen, 3 August 1962, Box 33,
Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library. . RN

221hid.  The memo included no definition for "good
cause shown." :
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authorize $1.5 b11]1on in-grants and loans over five years toc
public and private colleges for construction of c?assrooms

and 1tbrar1es, $250 million_ in grants to public community A,

colleges, "and $600 1in-:student "loans" -- which ircluded 4
set-aside of 20% of .the <‘loan funds for "non=reimburséb}@
Toans" to exceptidpally needy and promising students.23

© This was Dean Keppe1 §K>h1gher education b111 "but
together with bating wire" ?°' 'what struck me as the ﬁost.
unlikely Tanguage I've ever heard -- a Pprovision for nonf
reimbursable loans.' Well, for heaven's sake what s a,

Toan!"2%  Republican Congressman John M. Ashbrook of * ‘Ohio

called the “nonre1mbursab1e loan" set- as1de "semantic double-

“talk," wh1ch of course it Wasy, and there was widespread -

sentiment in the House that _the conference committee had
violated its instructions by 1nc1ud1ng the Senate's thinly
disguised scholarship prov1s1on. Besides, ,"tru]y needy-
scholarship students were unlikely to be Repub11cans
Clearly, H.R. 8900's original - bipartisan support was
crumbling. *Worge, southern Democrats began talking about
defection ‘over the religious issue. Worst of all, from the |
Kennedy administration'§ viewpoint, “the resurgent church-
state controversy was-.spiintering the fragile alliance
supportiné‘-federal aid even at the college Tevel. The
conference report on H.R. 8900 was filed on Sep€ember 19, and

23See the Congress1ona1 Quarterly Almanac: 1962, 235='

.38, and House Report 2435. The conference committee compro--

mise passed by a vote of 7-2, with the dissenters being,
interestingly, two veteran Senators New-DealerllLister Hill
of Alabama, 'and anti-New Dealer Barry Goldwater of Arizona.

24Transcmpt Keppel Oral History Interview, 3,
Johnson tibrary. - ' , : .
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before the vote ;Bs-taken‘the'fo11owing day, Dr. William C.
Carr of ;he NEA sent telegrams to all House members warning
that the provisign for federal fgnds for construction grahts
to sectarian colleges "imperils America's traditional concept
of separation of church and state."25 ‘The NEA wanted federal
avd to bolster its constutuents sa?aries, and Senator John
F. Kennedy had embraced this prOpositibn as a presidential
candidate. To the NEA, the big battTe was for teacher-salary
re11ef in a? e?ementany secondany aid bi1l1 for the public
sector only, a goaT to which ,college aid must be held
hastage. ~ And the NEA was not a?one in the September telegram
and lobbying b11tz -- add the American Association of School
Administrators, the Nat1ona1‘ Conference oﬁ Parents and
Teachers, the Southern Baptist Convention, end others.

The result is best exemplified by the response of the’

House delegation from Alabama. Despite the conventional

racist-reactionary stereotypes, Alabama's ~ Democrats had *

historically inherited a deep populist streak, and the deans

" of both delegations on the Hi1l -- Carl Elliott in the House

and Lister Hill in the Senate -- wére deeply rooted 1n the -

progressive rural 11bera11sm\éf the New Deal. But on this
occas1on ‘Senator H111 Tobbied the House side to oppose

taxgayer afd to religious colleges, and the entire Alabama °

delegation voted to recommit and thereby kill the conference
report:  So the House, which had supported H.R. 8900 on

January 30 by a roll-call vote of 319-80, ypteq on September’

20 to recommit the conference report by a vote of 214-186.
The Republican margin of opposition, 130-30, was not

-

25¢ee generally the Cong%essiona]‘Quarter]y Almanac:
1962, 230-40.
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. surprising. But, fﬁe Democratic margin was regionally A /“’
" crucial. Housevbéﬁbcrats supported H.R. 8900 by a vote of '
156-84, but 76 ofjitﬁe 99 southern Democrats voted for
recemmita1;-which;m§ant that 33 southern Democrats @ho voted !
for the biN iﬁ :Qanuary had switched to oppose it in

(, September. So in the second. session/ of the 87th Congress, as
' in the first, federal aid toseducation, even at the college
level, where its ﬁnospects“had earlier appeared so bright,
 was dead. The New York Times once again feproved the
. administration's faltering leadership in . its postmortem
"editorial: ! T
‘ . CLE o k ,
The President, who less than a year ago said
« federal aid“to the public schools might well be
. . the most important piece of domestic legisléde,
» tion,” has lapsed into a strange silenck. And
"his lieutenants in Corigress and in the Executive
~.appear just as remote from the issue as former
Secretary Ribicoff, who has dropped out gg the
- - Cabinet to return to Connecticut politics.
. The Times editorial ; deplored the “Falstaffian concept of
courage" of the adm{nistration“s supporters of federal aid to
. education, who were "in retreat or in hiding." It recalled .
a with approval the President's original insistencetthat educa-

tion was a vast,éihterconnected enterprise with p?b]iC,G]éi‘ﬂ
mentary and secondary schools at its foundation, .and hence
that federal aid ‘to higher edﬁcation, or to combat: adult
iijiteracy, or to: assist manpower retrainiﬁg, were important

but ancillary goals. “There was nothing wrong with the
President's original diagnosis," ~ the MNumes " concluded,
» including his reminder that “the issue has been;&ebated for ,
/ T , , @ '

- TR DR £

2®New York Time, 4 September 1962.
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forty years and ought to be ready for actifon. But now even

the debate appears to be fading out."

o
The Congressvona1 Elections of 1962

In late July, when the- educat1on conference. appeared

'hope1ess1y deadlocked, and with similar blockages< facing
major administrative programs in medicare, mass transit, and

public works, \President Kennedy set the partisan tone for the
1962 midterm elections by attacking the consistent negativism
of the Republicans in his July 23 press conférenge. He said
the November elections’ wou]d‘\give the. Amefican people a
"clear" choice -- whether to "anchor .down" by voting

- Republican ‘or .to "sail" by voting Democratic.2’ The -

President thereafter campaigned ’vigorods1y for Democratic
candidates, until halted by October's Cuban missile crisis.
Kennedy's announcement of naval quarantine of Cuba on

October 22, and his subsequent uyitimatum. to- Khrushchev,
blunted Repub11can hopes that Cuba might .become an adminis- -
tration embarrassment, as it 2bd in 1961. The result of the

e1e€$\en was essent1a11y a andoff. Thé Democrats could
claim a net ga1n of four Senate seats §§a1nst a nominal loss
of four House seats.> Not since 1934 had a Presidential. party

fared so*w\§1 in a midterm election. 'bn the other hand, as

the .Republicans were quick to po1nt out, the Democrats - had

scarcely recouped thequ large losses - sustained through
Kennedy's negative coattail effect in 1960, which had left
far fewer vulnerable seats for Repub]ipens to recapture in
1962. And the Republicans,had increased their southe#ﬁjHouse

seats from nine to fourteen. So' when the first session of
b ¢

27Pub11‘c Papers: Kennedy, 1962’:5' 573.




the 88th Congress convened in'Januany, Kennedy was still
going to lack a working majority, especially in the House.

4

A Fresh Strategy for 1963:
The Budget Bureau's Omnibus Social Welfare Approach

Late in October of 1962, the Budget Bureau staff began//

constructing a "fresh approach". to a new federal Educatioyy
program that rejected the strategy of separate bills in thé
, ‘ /

Tast Congress for /

elementary and secondary education, quality, /
higher education, and for a variety of special /
- . aids (for adult illiterates, migrants, handi-
capped children) [which] simply resulted (1) in/
dredging up in bold form the issues of public
school versus private and segregation versug
desegregation, and (2) in arousing more suppor
for specialized groups and needs -- without a y
gain in 2éupport for broader programs in
education. i

Tée Bureau called instead for an omnibus bil1l thét would
embrace a broad "social welfare" approach to eduéatﬁon, that
would' concentrate on "aiding people -- from chi]dhdod to old
age -- rather than aidihg institutions or anothef level of
government." The BOB memo- observed that the /?resident'§
special message on education of the previous February 6 had
accepted the social welfare view conceptually, but that
“curiously enough, the social welfare view of education was

not pursued by the Administrations politically or in fact in

the structure of the legislation."

: 285taff memorandum, "A new federal program in educa-
tion",- 30 October 1962, Box 410, OMB Records ‘Division,
National Archives. This was an early draft; the polished and
official version was dated November 7.
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_The Bureau's recommended social we]fargb approach was L; +
rooted in an "underlying rationale” about what “education is '

" or should be in our society” -- that it fis “integrally

connected with a person throughout his 1ife, to<his freedom,

his individual social and economic welfare and in turn to the

freedom, social, and economic wWellbeing of the Natfon." As

such education was the key to "the anticipated next stage in

the developmentlof our society, thrust upon us by changing

_technology, automation, ‘leisure, Grban, rural change,

o

unemployment and population increése.“ Such a rationale
would seek to maximize economic growth rather than b)anket
,é ' aid to institutions, sp its programs would reach out to
, people == slum and rural children, the elderly, women whose
intellectual resources were poor]y.tapped, people working~in
“ordinary jobs" who could benefit from retraining and sabba-
tical benefits as much as scholars and corporate executives.

Implicit in the Bureau's proposal was a critique of the
political tendency of line agencies in genera],‘and HEW and
USOE in par;iéu1ar, to construct legislative proposals based
upon the competing demands of powerful constituent groups and
their institutions rathef,than upon the needs of people -+ to

base programs on coalitions rather than on a unifiéd'theogy'h.
~ of education. This crit%que from the “institutional memory"
of the Executive branch was to sharpen and become more
explicit’ in the years ahead, but in the fall of 1962, the
s Bureau's call for an omnibus bi1l and social welfare strategy
“for 1963 was based in large part on the embarrassing two.
§2§9years of fai1uré of all. attempts to create federal aid
L programs to aid “institutions or another 1level of
Governﬁentﬁ' The Bureau had also consistently warned that
even a large federal aid proggam was going to be tiny in

~
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relation to the $20+ biilion that was annually spent on

public and private education in America, and therefore that
féderal programs should concentrate on incentives, on
sleverage, on stimulating breakthroughs rather than supple-
menting what was already being done by the vastly more
massive state and local dnd private educational expenditures.

- <

-

The States Rights Counterattack )

But also in the fall of 1962, a demand for a "fresh
start and a creative new approach" to federal aid to educa-
tion was coming from another source, and its propbsed new
approach differed radically from the preferences of the

fBudget Bureau. This was the Bipartisian Citizens Committee

for Federal Aid for Public Elementary and Secondary
Education, and it% masthead reflected a truly bipartisan

e1ite§_ William Bento%? Barr&”Bingham,'James Conant, Lawrence

Derthick, Walt Disney, Az}hur Flemming, Marion(Fo1som, Edgar
Fuller, Earl McGrath, William Menninger, Walter Reuther,
Howard K. Smith, Lewis Strauss. The blue-ribbon " commi ttee
contained two former secretaries of HEW and two former
commissioners of USOE. On November 9, committee chai}man
George J. Hecht, publisher of Parent's Magazine, wrote
President Kennedy urging the administrati&n to (1) ask
Congress to construct a b{partisan bill, rather than submit
an inherently partisan “"Administration” bill; and (2) to

extricate 1itself from the church-state controversy by

embracing a principle that would "MAKE FEDERAL CONTROL .

101
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ILLEGAL AND IMPOSSIBLE*ZY  How? By transferring federal

funds to "ongoing State aid education systems," which would_
then “be deemed State funds upon receipt by the State," and
would be "distributed to local school authorities for public
education purposes as defined by State law, using the same
processes through which‘State funds are now distributed."

.The Bipartisan Citizens Committee proposal did call for
some sort of equaiization formuia to benefit the_ poorer
stateg;'for.matching requirements and penalties to prevent
mere substitution of federal for state funds,” and for
encouraging state p]anning. But its essence was vintage.
states rights. On November 22, in Miami, Chairman Hecht
exptained the committee's propo§a1 before the annual meeting
of the Council of Chief State. School Officers, whose
executive sécretany, Edgar Fuller, sat on the commi ttee.30

In response to all these pressures, Sorensen's first
draft of the proposed omnibus education bill for 1963
generally reflected the Budget Bureau's memo of November 7
that péoposed the omnibus rationale, and also its summary and
budget projectioﬁ of November 24, which included the various
agency submissions, and called for maximizing the program-’
matic flexibility of existing legislation through "a more
1iberal interpretation of the law than has heretofore
prevéi]ed;" and hence minimizing the need for new and novel
(and therefore vulnerable) legislation. - Sorensen's draft
also included aid for‘teachers° salaries in public schoois
only. But his final point had a newly familiar ring:

\

29 etter, George J. Hecht to the President, 9 November
1962, WHCF, Kennedy Library. . -

30yew York Times, 23 November 1962.
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Upon receipt by the states, Federal funds under
the statute will become state funds, included in
the existing state aid pro§rams and.administered
by the state educational agency, in accordance
with its own laws on equalization, organization
and public purpose. '

The Budget Bureau .was appalied. Its responsive memo of
December 5 concentrated” on the positive principles it was
seeking to develop -- i.e., making maximum use of existing
legislative authority (NDEA, NSF, HHFA); presenting an
omnibus bill "as the yo.\l Presidential domestic objective in
the first session of the 88th Congress, *" possibly to be
considered by e joint select committee or select committees
in both Houses; providing.a program continuum from pre-school
hhrough old age; and targetiag at specific problems rather
than educational levels.3l  But its ‘strong preference was

- clearly for speCificé]]y targeted project grants, where the
federal granting authority determined_ priorities, over
general grants wherein federal funds might simply disappear
in the nation's vastly larger education budget:

General grants to States for elementary and
secondary schools under . present budgetary
limitations -- even if they could be enacted --
would be too small to make a dent -- perhaps
$500 million out of $20 billion. The State's
rights, no-control-over-education drive would
have the Federal Government turn the money over
to the States under gerleral "State Plans.” This
would be the same as "to put the money on the
‘stump and run." Federal money would merely
‘replace local funds and it would take large sums
. Just to overcome this substitution and to make a
P

3lstars _ memorandum, “Suggested  Approach  for
Administration Education Proposals", 5 December 1962, Box
410, OMB Records Division, National Archives. ‘
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réa] impact and achievement of national objec-
\  tives would be difficult.

The Budget Bureau even suggested that the omnibus bill "might

best leave  out controversial proposals which renew the
church-state issue -- such as grants for forgiveness of loans

to colleges and general aid." But the crucial decisions were -

'up to the President, to be summarized in his annual State of
the Unioh message in mid-January, and his special message on
educat1on in late January.

Commissioner Francis Keppel

In the early autumn of 1962, when the admini%tration's

- education progr§h was foundering for the second year in a

row, USOE Commissioner McMurrin followed Secretary Ribicoff
in resigning. Francis Keppel, whp had been dean of Harvard's
School of Education since 1948, recalls the circumstances, as
told to him by former fellow-Harvard dean, McGeorge Bundy:

Mr.-McMurrin could hardly bear the thought --
poor felldw -- and resigned. He resigned, inci-
dentally, through his congressman, as I recall,
from Utah, so that Mr. Kennedy read it in the
morning. paper. The story I now have to tell you
comes from Mac Bundy, who was one of the White
House aides. The. following morning they had
some kind of a meeting. And Mr. Kennedy said,
“What's all this about this fellow resigning as
Commissioner of Education, apparently by way of
Capitol Hil1? whqt'scgglgg on! I never heard
of the fellow!"

And Mac Bundy's response was: "Mr.
President, that's exactly éthe trouble. You
never heard of the fellow!"3

f

(

32Transcmpt Keppe1 Oral History Interview, 21 April
1969 4, Johnson .Library. -
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So Kennedy turned to an educator he knew, Harvard's Dean
Keppel, and had him sworn in as Commissioner (a job which
Keppel conceded "had a very bad smell to it") in a highly
visible White House ceremony (Justice Frankfurter was
scheduled to give Keppel the oath, but was too 1i11). "A
Yankee Episcopa11an "the Harvard- educated Harvard dean was
we]T suited by background and temperament to mediate between
the Kennedy adm1n1strat1on and the contending interest
.groups,sespec1a11y the Catholics and the NEA..and the Tower-
verus-higher education lobbies. .

The new Commissioner ‘accompanied Secretary Celebrezze,
Wilbur Cohen, and Mike Feldman to the annua] pre-Christmas-
Tegislative strategy session in Palm Beach in December of
1963. The veteran Cohen was the chief Tegislative
strategist, together with Sorensen. Their, 1963 omnibus
strategy, which drew heavily from the Budget Bureau's policy
}3commendations, sought to unite the bickering education.
lobbies behind one bill that offered something for everybody,
and that emphasized _the necessary interrelatedness of the

broad educational enterprise, from pre-school t§ adult
1earning, from vocational to doctofa] But it politically
centered on a proposed package of higher education fac111t1es
aid based on the accepted Hi11-Burton model, which had been

providing federal funds for constructing hospitals affiliated .




with re]iéious denominations since 1946.33 Keppel recalls
his diplomatic. assignment: ' ‘

It was obvious that the best hope that
one could have would,be to keep a program before
the Congress . . . and try to keep the lobbyists

~ from killing each other, oh, because the higher

education fellows were so mad at the NEA fellows

they wouldn't speak to them. In fact, I can

recall negotiation at a private meeting between

Mr. Logan Wilsom (a Texan, by the way, a former

- president [of the University of Tex repre-

senting the higher education interests) and

William Carr, who represented the National

Education Association. These two men [who] had

worked with each other for probably five or ten

- years were so cross at each-other in early 1963

that I personally had to invite them to dinner,

3 and they didn't dare turn me down. This\ was
literally the case.

Keppel saw his)"delicate" first task as getting the lobbyists
- "Catholic, NEA, Americap Council on Education, land grant
colleges, and all the others . . . to shut up about things
thé} didn't 1ike and only ta]k about things they did 1ike."

AY

33Transcript, Cohen Oral History Interview, 24 May
1971, 70-72, Johnson Library. Prior to 1935, the Public
Health Service had relied solely on its own employees rather
than on project grants; from 1935 to 1946, the PHS had turned
increasingly to grants, but only to state and local public
health agencies and individual researchers. The Hospital
Survey- and Construction ‘Act of 1946,, sponsored by Senator
Lister Hi11 (D. Ala.) and Representative Harold H. Burton «(R.
Ohio) and designed to modernize national health resources
that had grown obsolete since the Depression and Wérld War
11, authorized project grant expenditures of $75 million a
year for five years to public and private nonprofit groups
and institutions as well as to the states. In 1946, the
religious issue did not seriously arise, and the popular

program had been regularly extended in time and expanded in.

scope since 1946.
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The Ambivalent Omnibus Bil1l of 1963

Kennedy's state- ofothe un1on message of January 14
began with emphasis on his proposed tax cut, but he also
emphasized the need for qua11tat1ve improvements in four main
areas of national concern, the first being 1nvest1ng in
X\merica's  youth through expand@d educat1on, manpower
training, and a domestic version of the Peace Corps (the -

other areas were health, F1v11 rvghts, and 7 such national
resources as 'transporgation and parks). Like most such
annual messages, the rhetoric was general and uplifting, and
more than half of this one was devoted to foreign affairs.
But his January 17 budget message contained three specific
hints about his new strategy for aid to educat1on As the
Budget Bureau had urged, it would (1) broadly interpret the
existing 1eg1s1at1ve authority of ‘USOE and NSF, and- (2) focus
se1ett1ve1y on critical problems rather than spread federal
mon1es th1n1y across the board. Third, while its program-
mat1c sca1e would be cons1derab1y broadened, its budgetary
sca]e wou]d be s11ght1y reduced and phased in’ over five years
'r= The New York 'Times estimated a total of $5.3 billion over
-1964- 69 ‘with only $1.2 billion requested for fiscal 1964,
for the:#25- tﬁem package.
Kennedy s special message on education of January 29 and
its. aceompanying bill "revealed., the details of the new

§$trategyk» First, the sing]e omnibus 'bi]] the proposed
R Nataoua] Education Improvement Act of 1963 (H.R. 3000, S.
580),: w0u1d symboT1ze the essential unity of the nat1on 3
educationa? e%terpr1se, and would politically seek to un1fy
;the divers1ve education lobbies. Second, since college aid
held the greatest promise of legislative success,.and since

in 1962 the college aid bil) had failed in conference

RN
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" to sectarian colleges,
ship jyovision and called for construction loans only for

1963 message calle

" horrified the Budget Bureau, was jettisoned,
old across-the-board approach of general aid,
ambivaient salute to two ostensiEiy contradictory princi-

caiiyAtargeted toward:

r-3

~

primarily because -of 'partisan (Republican) “objection
scholarships and reiigigus (Protestant) objections to grants
Kennedy dropped the student scholar-

administrations to.pass- general, across-the-board aid,
/) for seiective, stimuiative/ﬁnd, where
p0551b{% transitional”. aid

aimed -at strengthening, not weakening, - the
independence of. existing school systems and
aimed at meeting our most urgent educational

problems and obJectives including quality -

improvement; teacher training, special problems
of slums, depressed, and rural areas; needy
students; manpower shortage areas 'such as

“science and engineering; eﬂ? shortages of

educationai facilities . .

to

. public and private -undergraduate.colleges, while accepting
grants for all other categories. Third, in 1ight of the
nepeated failures of the Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy

the .

The previous fall's states rights counter—proposa1 -= what
the Budget Bureau contemptuousiy called the leave-it-on-the-

On the one hand, federal funds were to be categori-

salaries, and average . salaries 1n disadvantaged
(2) constructing classrooms in areas of critical

3%pub1ic Papers: Kennedy, 1963, 107-108.
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shortages; and (3) initiating special projects to Smprove
educationa]'quaiity, especially in depressed rural and urban

stump-and-run approach -- which had tempted Sorensen and
along with the
in favor of an

(1) increasing starting and maximum

S d




areas, all for publig.schools only. On the other hand, these
funds were to be distributed through the states, to use for
one or more of these purposes as they saw fit -- or not to
use at all. . This 1nherent tension between the primacy of
federal strings on categorical grants of Treasury funds

dedicated to overriding national purposes, and- the states

rights "religion of local.control,” was to rémain Jargely an
ébstract1on at the elementary-secondary schoo1 level during
/ the Kennedy administration, since the 1nherent1y contro-
versial bill never getvbeyond the ﬁhear1ng stage But it
clearly .heralded the tensions of the Johnsonian breakthrough
~after 1965. . § ] e

" On February 1, 1963 the .New York Times 'editoria]1y
igreeted the ‘omnibus proposal with.enthusiasam as "a radically
new approach™"that concentrated on incentives for quality

improvement, although it conceded that the call for transi-

tional "‘aid that would be phased out "rups counter to the
realities of public 11fe and may be noth1ng more than sugar-
coating on the budgetary pill." And on February 6, Fred
Hechinger's column in the Times observed that, "Paradoxi-
cally, the message is, despite the omnibus range all over the
educational landscape, far more pin-pointed in purpose than

L any brevious proposal." Hechinger recalled that the bill

propdsed earmark1ng funds for wurban slums, much as had
Kennedy's Hovde task force of 1960, and that it was the first
major aid-to- educat1on proposal since WOr1d‘War IT that did
not pr1mar11y h1nge on the defense needs of the cold war.

. If the enthus1asm of the T1mes support for the omnibus
bill was pred1ctab1e, even moreso was -the immediate rejection
by Monsignor Frederick G. Hochwalt, spokesman for the
National Catholic Welfare Conference, of the exclusion of

- 109
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parochial schools as "tota]]y“unacceptéb1e,“ and also the
objections to their, inclusion by ‘the Protestant National -
Council of Churches. Meerrs of Congress also complained
that they  were being inundated“ with too many proposals
without any indication of the administration?s priorities. -
Keppel recalled of the public school aid proposal that "the
Congress r6§re9 with laughter and had a Tovely time chasing =
it around, saying, You .don't really mean that there are no
priérities -=-. between -higher education and the schools and
between books and whatever!"35 '

But Keppel (exaygerated, for a new and more mellow mood

pervaded,Longress i 1963 'As James Sunaquist observed in

Po11t1cs “and Poli peop]e do learn from painful experi-

" ence.36  The NEA had learned from its kamikaze telegram blitz
.of 1962, which had dorie so much to ki1l the higher education

bill of that year, which-in turn was the only education bill
that had any chance. The religious factions fenced more

-caut1ous1y in 1963, and Kennedy's steadfast exclusion of

paroch1a1 school aid greatly eased,the fears of Protestants
and thereby also-eased the path of categorical federa] aid to
sectarian colleges, most of which were Protestant. When
Powell's committee on May 22 broke the.gmnibus bill into four
separate bills -- one each for co]]qy?aﬁd, impacted areas,
elementay-secondary education, and a'catChnaf} bi11 for the,

»

35Transcmpt Keppel Oral History Interv1ew 21 April
1969, 6, Johnson Library.

-36Sundquist Politics and Pzaicy, 205-10. The.detailed
chronology of Dougias E. K11ener Tn The Vocational Education
Act of 1963 (Washington: - American Vocational Association,

- 1965), centers on vocat1ona1 education but covers all

educatmon 1eg1s1at1on enacted in 1963.
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remainder375 -~ chances for .passage of e1ementary-secondary
aid were 1v1rtua11y dashed. But removal of that volatile
e1ement greatly strengthened the\ghances of the others. In

.response the Times editorialized on May 28 that the omnibus

,wou1d be swept under the Congress1ona1 rug. And this 1%ﬂ

breakup came as no supr1se, that the omnibus vehicle had
neverthe]ess served its purpose.as a comprehens1ve White
Paper to demonstrate - they scope and interrelatedness of

,Amer1ca S educat10na1 needs, and that tke four-part breakup
* made sense Nhat was unfortunate the Times complained, was
that po11t1ca1 priorities would thereéé_d;; placed on then
1east controvers1a1 and therefore the 1east critical areas of
need == such as impacted areas, "with the 1oudest overtones .

of the pork barre1" -- and that the crucial need to rebuild
the" hou§§ of education at its elementary- secondary foundation

1arge1y what happened, although the result was far. more
pos1tfve than the original prediction of the T1mes suggested.

‘.The Cpngressiona1 Response

The agency and White House files for the spring and

fsummer of 1963 reveal a different pattern from the previous

R

LT g,

’~two years, when congressional deadlocks had prompted intense
: barga1n1ng and backdoor negotiations. (- But in 1963 the

deadlock over public school aid was taken as a given; a price
to be paid for prom1s1ng movement on the other fronts. So
the ‘executive branch, with Wilbur Cohen at: the center of the

HEW'effort mainly monitored and nurtured the Congress as it
vs]ow1y worked its will, first on the difficult House side.

There senior Democratic Representatives Adam Clayton Powell,

+
L

>

3TNew York Times, 28 May 1963.
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- Carl Perkins, and Edith Greei worked 'with d11igence and ' IV

" skill, fidst on’thie college aid bi11, H. R. 6143, next on the

- combined vocational - NDEA - impacted areas bill, H. R. 4955, '
then’ on thgr1ibrary bii1 and the catch-all rema1nder of the
25 proposa]s 1n the - or1gina1 ‘omnibus package, plus a few
in1t1at1ves by Congress. The memo traffic reflects ‘mosTy
tact1ca1 manuevering: T e, g., speculation, for example, about
what modifications might 1nduce Carl @%Tmott and Phil Landrum

. to help bring their fel}ywxsouthern Democrats aboard, or how

0 persuade such swing Repub11cans as Albert’ Quie and Peter

Frelinghuysen to help convince fellow Republicans. In the

Senate, the administration torch was carried. by Hayne_Morse,i
who kept the oemnibus bill intact until September, awaiting
developments in the more volatile Hduse. The . details and
timing of this complicated process are of less fmportance

here than the nature of g;he, most crucial congressional,

bargaining, especially "in#» conference commintee, and ' the

results.  Since the efgmentary secondary bill was consen-'
sually dead, major attention focused on the college aid bill

for c1assroom construction, H.R. 6143, wh1ch was sponsored by
p// Edi th Green, ;ha1rwoman of the higher education. sybcom-
mittee. Green's bill was reported out of thg full House
Edugation and Labor Committee on May 21 by a bipartisan vote
of 25-5, and as in 1962, it added grants to th
sions for public and private academic facilities. On August
14 the House passed the f1ve=year, $1,195 qbo 000 program
(the fund1ng was only for “the first three years)

loans provi-

by a bi-
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partisan 287-113 roll-cail vote (D. 180-57; R. 107-56).38
Nevertheless, the reservations of southern ' Democrats about
taxpayer aid to sectarian colleges was reflected in a

regional breakdown, with northern Democrats voting for the °

bi11 140-3 and southern Democrats voting against it 40-54.

In the Senate, the Labor and Public Welfare committee
reported H.R. 6143 with amendments on October 7. The Senate
version differed from the House bill primarl]y in amount and

duration, ($1,750,000,000 over five‘yéars, versus the House

$1,195,000,000 over three years), and it earmarked the grants
categorically for science, engineering, and library chiTi-
ties only. After five days of f]oor debate and amendment,
the Senate on October 21 passed H.Rs 6143 by a roli-call vote
of 60 -.19 (D. 4 - 11; R. 19 - 8). As in the House, the most
controversial aspect of the Senate debate concerned the
re?igiqys issue.

Judicial Review and Taxpayer Suits

DGF?ng a similar debate 1in 1962,  when the Executive'

Secretary of the Council of State School Officers, Edgar

Fuller, had testified in both chambers on behalf of five‘_

national education organizations against broad federal grants
to sectarian colleges, he had explained the opposition of

384.R. 6143 authorized the $1,195,000,000 for only the
first three years of the construction and rehabilitation pro-
ram, onwa one-third federal matching basis, as follows:
1) $690 million in matching grants for undergraduate, aca-
demic facilities, with 22% reserved for public and private
Junior colleges and technical institutes; (2): $145 million
in matching grants for graduate facilities; and (3) $360
million 1in loans for all higher education institutions,
repayable at low interest rates within 50 years.
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these major pubiic "lTower" education lobbies in a feply to a
critical editorial in the St. Louis Post - Dispatch .39
Fuller, who was regarded with considerable irritation by the
senior architects of education policy in both the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations, explained why .the public EghooY
constituencies regarded such aid as not oniy unwise public
poiicy, but also as "probably unconstitutional.”

The current Jegisiation would be  declared
unconstitutional, we believe, if it could be
tested in court but such a test of consti-

. tutionality is probab]y impossible for lack of
jurisdiction under the decision of MaSSachusetts
v. Mellon nearly 40 years ago.

Massachusetts v. Mgllon was a case decided by the Supreme
Court in 1923, ih which Massachusetts challenged the consti-
tutionality of the Sheppard-Towner Maternity Aid Act of
1921. That statute was a p}qgressive-era measure based on a
grant-in-aid inducement to states to cooperate with the newly
created Children's Bureau in the Department of Labor to help
reduce maternal, and infant mortality Aand to protett the
health of mothers and infants.40 The Court in 1923 never
reached the merits of the case, but instead denied juris-
diction because the suit- did not in reality arise between a
state and citizens of another state, but rather was an
. attempt by Massachusetts to act as a representative of its

citizens agdinst the national government. Justice Suther- |
land's decision also held that the constitutional questions

39Edgar Fuller to Editor, St. Louis Post Dispatch, 26 -

~ June 1962, Box 33, Sorensen Files, Kennedy Library. The five

organizat1ons are jdentified in note #11.

80massachusettsv. Mellon, 262 U.S. 27 (1923).
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raised by Massachusetts -- i.e., whether even such a
voluntary grant-in-aid- program wasn't coercive because the
citizens of a nonparticipating state nevertheless had to pay
federal taxes to support the program -- were "abstract
questions of -political power." Since the case was decided
with a companion case, Frothingham v. Mellon, in which the

Court held that an individual taxpayer lacks standing to_sue
the nationai godérnmeﬁt for equitaﬁ]e remedy against objec-
tionable Treasury exbenditures,41 there .seemed to be no
timely and p(actﬁéa1 way to press for early Supreme Court
feso]ution‘ on the hotly-contested constitutionality of the
broadening federal proposals for aid to religious schools.

1n response to this dilemma, Representative John B.
Anderson (R.“ I11.) offered a floor amendmént to allow a
college or university to enter a court suit to test the
. constitutionality of federal aid to sectarian colleges. But
to the predictable Catholic objections were added arguments

Merothingham v. Mellon, 262 U.S. 447 (1923). Mrs.
Frothingham had sued the District of Columbia to enjoin en-
forcement of the Sheppard-Towner Act, but Justice Sutherland
held that, while individual citizens possessed standing to
sue municipal fcorporations, the r lationship between thejr
* federal tax payments and national expenditures was so remote
that they could not show sufficient injury to claim standing
to sue. The moderp federal grant-in-aid program originated
with the Weeks Act of 1911, which encouraged state partici-

pation jn fire-prevention programs, and included such major -

new programs as” the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 for agricultural

,

extension, the Federal Road Act of 1916, and the Smith-Hughes"

Act of 1917 for vocational education. - The Court began to
decide and approve the merits of such programs in the late
1930s, when it belatedly began to approve the major New Deal
measures. In 1968 the Supreme Court vastly expanded the
standing of individual taxpayers to sue in Flast v. Cohen,
392 U.S. 83 (1968). o 3

)
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that such a proyision might tie up the entire college aid
program and might even Jeopardize the broad array of extant
programs aidifig private colleges, and Anderson’s amendment
was rejected/on August 14 by a voice vote.42 In the Senate,
however, southern Democrats spoke with a stronger voice, and
Senators Sam Ervin (D. N:C.) and John Sherman Cooper (D. Ky.)
moved on/ the floor that all sectarian colleges should be
excluded from the bill's aid. This was rejected by a 27-54
rol1-cAll vote. Then Ervin and Cooper offered an amendment
that /provided that an individual taxpayér could challenge the
congtitutionality of grants or loans to private colleges_in
federal district court. Morse argued against the amendment
to his bill, insisting that (1) the Supreme Court would
1ikely follow precedent and rule unconstitutional the court
test provision, and possibly therefore the entire bill; (2)
such a provision promised to ki1l the bill in the House; (3)
such a provision would prejudice the matter in the courts
because it implied congressional doubt as to its constitu-
tionality; and (4) it would surely delay the whele program

far beyond its. proposed beginning in fiscal 1964. But the

Senate\,accepted. the Ervin-Cooper amendment by a roll-call
vote of 45-33, and on October 21 the Senate sent the amended
H.R. 6143 to conference committee. _ '

This time around the pressure to compromise differences
and avoid'yet a third year of embarrassing failure and acri-
mony wds so intense that the conferees did reach a compro-

‘ 42Edith Green had included a similar amendmént in her
original” subcommittee bill, but is was rejected by the full
Education and Labor Committee, after which she had promised
Catholic Rules Committee member James Delaney that she would
not reoffer the amendment.
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mise, one mainly skewed toward ‘the House _version. The
Senate's controversial provision for judicial review was

dropped, and ‘the House version on funding was adopted, but
the House across-the-board approach on grants yielded to the

Senate's categorical provisiohs based on defense and national

. security needs, which dm turn were expanded from science and

engineering and libraries to 1nc1ude mathematics and modern
foreign languages. The conference report was agreed to by a
lopsided roll-call vote in the House of 258-92 on November 6,
and was safe1y on its way toward Senate approval when the
President was assassinated on November 22 in Dallas (Senate
approval came on December 10 by a ro]i-ca]] vote of 54-27).

The Kennedy Legacy

Although the fallen President never lived to witness the
considerable fulfillment 0+ his Tong and frustrating efforts
in education, it was c]ear by mid-November that his major
achievement, the ¢college aid bill, was going to be signed
into law. Also well along toward almost certain passage was
H.R. 4955, which combined extension of the popular NDEA and
impacted areas aid programs with expansion 'bf vocational
aid. One key to the relative success of Kennedy's education
program in 1963 had been the cooperative and indeed chastened
behavior of the NEA, which that year had watched the public‘
school aid bill die with disciplined resignation, had even
supported a college aid bill that aided sectarian colleges as
long as there was a provision for a court test, and then had
looked the other way when the conference had discarded the
provision for Jud1c1a1 review. On November 19 Kenneay called
togetﬁer in the White House flower garden the executive
secretaries ~and senior staff of the NEA'S state teachers

oy

[
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associations, led by the NEA'S executive secretary, William
G. Carr. . The heart of Kennedyfs address was- direct and

simple:
8
I want to thank you. Things don't happen; they
are made to happen. And in the field of educa-
tion they were made to happen b43vou and your
members. So we are very grateful.

T3y

Commissionér Keppel's primary diplomatic assignment had been
to prevent the religious war between the NEA and the NCWC
over,e1ementary=secondéry.schoo1 aid fnom ggain poisoning the
;we11 for higher education a{d; and, as Keppel 1later
reflected, "the NEA, bless 1ts beads, kept its word. Even
' though the higner education bill was going through, they
didn't shoot it down because of anger that it wasn't an 'El-
High' bill. They kept their word".%? o
President Johnson signed the Hiéher Education Facilities
Act of 1963 into law on December 16, and when two days later
he sianed into law the catch-all bi11 that combined NDEA and
impacted areas extension with a broadened array of vocational
programs, including handicapped aid, the immediate Kennedy

3public Papers: Kennedy, 1963 878.

44Transcmpt Keppel Oral History Interview, 21 April
*§$ 1969, 6, Johnson Library. See also Eidenberg and Morey, Act.

of Congress, Chapter 4.




legacy of 1963 was 'comp]ete.46 + The box ‘score for 1963
~included, not surprisingly, more failed than successful
initiatives from the original 25-item omnibus. bill. The
casua1ties'inc1uded? in addition to the major public school
aid bill, proposals for fedeka]]y insured college Tloans,
‘work-study, graduate fellowships, educational, -research
centers, adu]t.literaCy, ﬁodification of the impacted areas )
aid formd1a, and special programs to upgrade teacher
preparation, special education, and the like. But the most
significant change was the- generation of a new momentum‘ﬁnd
mood, a new sense of dialogue and possibility, one greatly
~enhanced by the martyrdom of Kennedy's assassination.

In" John  F. Kennedy ‘and the Second Reconstruction,
historian Carl Brauer argues that President Kennedy's initial
conservatism/ in civil rights, which belied his campaign
rhetoric, was transformed by 1963 into a genuine commitment

“by the jqfransigence of southern resistance and_the violence
at Ole /ﬁiss and Birmingham.47 Kennedy's - persistence in
pressiné his> badly battered education program clearly
di ffered qualitatively from his belated commitment to civil
righiZ; where a growing emotional content derived from the
contemptuous defiance of such third-rate men as Governor Ross
Bq?nett of Mississippi, and from the nationally televised

/

/

/ - 46The‘ major exception was H.R. 4879, which would
-/ extend and expand the Library Services Act of 1956 by pro-
viding new funds to construct as well as operate libraries,
and extend the program to cities as well as rural areas. But
similar versions of the bill had passed the Senate and were
well along in the House by the end of the 1963 session, and

the noncontroversial bill was passed in 1964,

47Brauer, Kennedy and the Second Reconstruction, 311 -
20. ‘ -
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brutality of ¥Bull" Connor in Birmingham. But the sheer
stubbornness of Kennedy's drive for a'breakthrough in federal
aid to education suggests a maturing of intellectual if not
emotional commitment that transcends the mere exigencies of a
campaign political -bargain with the NEA, or the angry
frustration and political embarrassment of repeated legisia-
tive defeats. ‘

. When President Johnson signed.@pe new higher education
biil into law in -the Cabinet Room that December 16, he
acknowledged the Kennedy legacy:

Je .

President Kennedy fought hard for this legisla-
tion. No topic was closer to his heart. No bill
was the object of more of his attention. Both his
‘Tife and his death showed the importance and the
value of sound education. . The enactment of this
measure is not only a monument to him, it is a
monument to every person who participatig in
passing it, and most of you are in this room. .

On that occasion, former Texas school teacher Johnson§s
hyperbole may be forgiven:

A great former President of the Republic of
my State said, "The educated man is the guardian
genius of democracy. It is the only dictator
that free men recognize and the only ruler that

" free men desire.” So this new law is the most
significant education bill passed by the Con-
gregss in the history of the Republic. In fact,

& is session of the Congress will go d%¥p in
/%istory as the Education Congress of 1963.

L 4

4BPress release, "“Remarks of the President Upon
Signing H.R. 6143: The Higher Education Facilities Act of
1963", 16 December 1963, Box 33, Sorensen Files, Kennedy
Library. o )

4glbid. Kennedy was closer to the historical mark
when he told the NEA in mid-November that "It is my strong
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Likegagennedy befo%e the NEA 1leaders -in November, Johnson
pledged to complete the crucial elementary and secondary
component of the‘origina1 Kennedy program in 1964:

But these new measures will still not do
the whole job of extending educational oppor-
tunities to all who want and can benefit by
them, nor 1in meeting our growing. national
needs, 1, therefore, strongly urge the Congress
to take early, positive action on the unfinished
portion of the National: Education Improvement
act, particularly those programs which .will
assist elementary and secondary schools.

Johnson héd stressed the same theme- of national unity and
continuity with Kennedy's legislative program'when he first
addressed a joint session of the Congress as President five
days after Kennedy's assasination, and he c1eariy meant it in
relation to the Kennedy initiatives for a tax cut, a civil
rights bill, and at least a skirmishing prelude to the war on

poverty. But his pledge to press the fight for public school

aid in 1964 was more rhetorical than real. For 1964 was an
election year,.nig election year, and he had no intention of
ensnarling himself in yet another bloody churéh-state fight'
while simultaneously battling for the civil rights bill. 'The
school aid drive would havé to be postponed until 1965, while
he concentrated in 1964 on passing the tax cut, civil rights,
and antipoverty programs, and forging a new and muscular
Johnson‘mandate in the fall elections. Ip @h? meantime, he
would seek a mechanism to create a bold new program, one that

- transcended the Kennedy legacy, and heralded a great initia-

tive of a distinctively Johnsonian brand. {

belief that when this Congress goes home (next summer) it
will have done more in the field of education -than any
Congress in the last 100 years -- really, I .suppose, since

the Morrill] Act which established the land grant colleges."

wn
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CHAPTER THREE

TASK FORCING TOWARD
LYNDON JOHNSON'S GREAT SOCIETY

The Antipoverty Bandwagon

On November 23, at.the end of Lyndon Johnson's first day

"as President, he gave CEA chairman Walter W. Heller his

enthusiastic authorization to "move full-speed ahead" with
the "attack on Poverty . . . . That's my kind of program. It
will help pe0p1e."1 The antipoverty program that Johnson and

R. Sargent Shriver ski]]fu]]y and quickly drove through

.

Congress in 1964 rejected an‘ income transfer strategy in
favor of a Service strategy, which placed a premium on job-
training and education,-a¢1hﬁﬁa up" rather than a "handout."
This, in turn, invited the keen interest of the departments

~_of kabor and HEW. The substantial effort of Labor in greatly

expanding the Budget Bureau's originally modest and cautious-
1y experimental approach to fighting poverty led to a bold
and inclusive strategy that created wiihin’ the Executive
Office of the President a new Office of Economic Oppor-

-

i

1Quoted in Mark I. Gelfand, "The War On Poverty," in
Divine (ed.), Exploring the Johnson Years, 128.

rs
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tunity.  The OEO would- launch a many-pronged assault on
poverty that.included the Job Corps, VISTA, a work-training
program, a community action pregram, and edueationa1 programs .
for adult 1literacy, migrant wo%kers, ~headg of welfare
fghi1ies, and a work-study program for :Eedy' college
students. At HEW, chief legislative strategist Wilbur Cohen
was quick to sense the new antipoverty momentum, and sought
to hitch to the rising new star the fate of the. Office of
Education's battered efforts to prov1de general aid' for 1ower
education.?2 ,

On January 6, 1964, Cohen proposed to Budget Bureau
Director Kermit Gordon that the administration repeat its
1963 . e1ementary and . secondary education proposal for $400
million iﬁ% grants to states for teacher ,sa]aries,
c?nStruct1op, and specia] formula-funded- projects in the
pgb]ic)schpo1s, and add a $140 million antipoverty package

‘targeted toward "ppckets of poverty," with priority going to

those with OEO-approved community action programs. Cohen's '
pr0posa1'was forwarded by Gordon to the Bureau's Labor and
Welfare Division for comment and on. Januahy 8 the division' s'
d1rectdr, ‘Hirst Sutton, replied with several objections.
HEW's formu]a approach wdu]d spread the funds too thin,
whereas multipurpose project grants (including health as well
as?educationa1 components) would concentrate and coordinate
them. The HEW proposal omitted funds for the handicapped and

/ 4
IY ’

#e role of educat1on in the early war on poverty is
explored in Jeffrey, Education for Children of the Poor,
Chapter 2. See also PhiTip Meranto's discussion of tﬁe
develgpment of an antipoverty rationale for federal aid to
education in The Politics of Federal Aid to Education in 1965
(Syrdcuse: Syracuse University Press, 196/), Chapter II.
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the gifted, and it was oriented too strongly toward the
public schools. Sutton conceded that the education propo-
P sal's new antipoverty twist might give a "new face" to the
school aid proposals, but without it, "there is nothing new \“\
in the education package, and the President's proposals for — -~
2¢igﬁ§i;§hening e1ementar& and secondary education rest on the
Same, o]d,'tired aidArecommendations that, in view of the
church-state issue, are genera]]y'recognized as having little
chance of enactment." Including such an antipoverty twist,

" however, ran the risk that‘"the‘entire elementary-secondary
education bill may go down the drain and the Administration
would not only lose this significant education measure, but
also a key element in its attack on poverty." Sutton con-
cluded with three arguments for keeping all antipoverty
propo§z1s in the antipoverty»ibi11 to bg run by the OO,
rather than scattering them about among the mission agenices.

(1)  Education is the key element in combating
poverty and the Administration's proposal for

poverty would be greatly strengthened by inclusion
of this measure in the poverty bill.

(2)  The proposal may have a better chance of
enactment if in the antipoverty bill.

(3) Separation of the proposal from th¥ usual
education context provides=a better chancé\ for
freeing the measure from the restrictive "formula"
grant and public school orientation which are
undesirable,ﬁ1imita§§ons usually found 1in HEW
education proposals. ' D, '

These arguments prevailed, in large part because Sargent
Shriver was appointed by the President on sfebruary 1 to

~ 3Memo [Sutton], Labor and Welfare Division to the
Diréctor, 8 January 1964, EX LE/FA2, WHCF, Johnson Library.
i , -
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tfansfonn the Gordon-Heller antipoverty task force planning

into a legislative program that could be passed before the
fall " elections. . Shriver preferred to act - quickly and
directly through the community action program, with its
emphasis on going around established institutions, rather
than operating slowly and experimentally through the suSpect
educational establishment, including OE. ‘ _
“In his January 21 Budget" Message, President Johnson
rather ritua11y reiterated his support for the remaining
items in Kennedy's omnibus geducatipn package, including the
inherited proposals for grants to the states for teacher
salaries and school construction. But Johnson;dtd not even
bother to send Congress a general ‘education message in 1964,
aﬁd the Congress not unexpectedly ignored the controversiat
téacher—sa1any and‘cTassroom-construction grants, and instead
cranked through extensions of the popular NDEA and impacted

areas programs:4 ~Congress did include adult 1iteracy and

>

Lo R
' 4The_ three-year extension of NDEA added the academic
subjects of history, civics, geography, English, and reading

as categories qualifying for equipment and. teacher training' 

nstitutes. The revised NDEA also extended to private school
teachers the original act's 50% loan forgiveness feature, and
eligibility for federal stipends while attending teacher
training institutes. The impacted areas aid program was
extended to include for the first time the District of

Columbia in 1964. A separate Library Services and Construc-

tion Act was passed in 1964 also. Probably the most conse-
quential education legislation of 1964, however, was con-
tained in Titles IV and VI of the Civil Rights Act, which

provided for bringing federal /desegregation suits and for
* cutting off federal funds to segregated school systems. See

Gary Orfield, The Reconstruction of Southern Education: The
Schools and the 1t Tvil Rights Act {New York: 1]ey-

Interscience, 1969), and Transcript, David Seeley Oral

‘History Interview, 25 July 1968, LBJ Library.
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work-study programs in the Economic bppo}tunity Act, largely
at the insistence of the House Committee on Education and
Labor, and over the initial objections of both the White
House and river, -who feared (wrongly, ‘as it turned out)
that these two often failed eduqatioﬁ measures might endanger
the antipoverty %%111."' And while the Administration and
Congress .were grappling with the antipoVerty bi1l, the civil
rights bill and-its'f511buster, and the tax cut during the
spring and summer of 1964, ghe Johnson White House was
secretly gearing up its comprehensive outside task force
operation to pI;ﬂ’/for a d1st1nctive1y Johnsonian ‘Great

Society. | P J

The Task Forces of 1964 h . %ngg
_ Early proponents of the task force device within the new
1 Johnson administration were Budget Director. Kermi t, Gordon and

v

Chairman waIter Heller of the Council of Economic Advisers,
together w1th pres1dent1a1 advisors Bill *‘Moyers and Richard

Goodwin. 5 In his "Great ;Society" speech at the University of _
“M1ch1gan commencement o% {May 22, Johnson announced: “ ii

‘broadest knowledge from all over the world.

,We are going to assﬁmb]e the best thought and the
v I intend to establish working groups to prepare a

50thers inVOIVed in coordinating the initial task forces

were Gardner Ackley, Francis Bator, Douglass Cater, Myer
.Feldman, Donald Hornig, QOharles Schultze, Elmer Staats, and
Lee White. An essential ‘aid for researching the task fownce
operation is “Presidentia] Task Force Operation. During the
Johnson - Administration," n - 18-page guide ‘prepared by
Johnson Library archivist Nancy Kegan Smith 'in June 1978.

See also "Policy Formulation During the Johnson Adminis-
“tration," an unfinished 19-page speech drafted by aide James
Gaither, but never delivered by President Johnson. .
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@ series of White House conferences and meetings
== _on the cities, on natural beauty, on the
quality of education and on other emerging
challenges. And from these meetings and from -
these studies, we will gégin to set_our course
toward the Great Society.

On .May 30, Gordon  and Heller sent Moyers a joiht Memo
proposing 14 task forces, and the first three echoed-the Ann

~Arbor speech: (1) Metropolitan Problems, (2) Education,
- (3) Preservation of Natural Beauty.’ Gordon and Heller also

suggested that “"the Task Forces be composed mainly of techni-
cal experts who possess the gift of originality and imagina-
tion . . . the first systematic assault bn these problems
should be made auietly by people with specialized training
and skills.” -Théy further urged that the task forces be kept

guite small, and that their final reports should be. submitted.

immediately after the presidential election. On July 2 the
President announced the task force operation to his Cabinet,
correctly anticipating an extraordinary political and
economic opportunity in 1965, which called for the Johnson
administration "to think in bold terms and to strike out in
new directions.“ President Johnson emphasized that the task

6Pub'lic- Papers of the President of the United States:

‘Lyndon Johnson 1963- ashington: .5, Government Printing

ce, 19 » 1:705.

7Memo, Kermmit Gordon and Walter Heller to Bill Moyers,

.30 May 1964, Ex LE 2, White House Central Files (WHCF), LBJ

Library. The eleven remaining task force suggestions on the
Gordon-Heller 1ist were: (4) Agriculture, (5) Transportation
Policy, (6) Reorganization and Economy, (7) Foreign Economic
Policy, (8) Defense Reconversion, (9) Income Maintenance,
(10) Poverty,. (11) Area and Regional Development, (12) Power
and Water,  (13) Federal Fiscal Support for  State-Local
Governments, and (14) Anti-recession Policy. .t

~
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forces "will gperate wifhoutgpub1icity. It is very important
that this not become a public operation.”® Johnson attempted
to- reassure his Cabinet officers that "The task forces are
not a new ‘planning group' in Goverfifieit., Rather, their
reports will provide the background for discussions among the
Cabinet agencies and the White House in formulating the 1965
Tegisiative program,’

I am going to instruct each of the task
forces to come up with practical program ideas.
At the same time, I expect them to be imaginative,
and npot to be bound by tired, preconceived
notions. You and I will have to exercise judg-
ments later about what is feasible.

I attach great importance to this effort. 1
believe you share my desire that this be an acti-
vist Administration, not a caretakér of past
gains. I want to get the advice of the best
brains in the country on t problems and chal-
lenges confronting America, @nd 1 want their help
in devising the best approach to meeting them. I
want these task forces to question what we now are

" doing and to suggest better ways of doing it. You
and I will still have the final task of acctepting
and rejecting, of making the judgments as to what
is feasible and what 1S not. But I want to start
with no holds barred . . . . in this first stage,
let’'s set our sights too high rather than too low.

Johnson's reassurances were Somewhat disingenuous, for
the task forces clearly were & new “planning group” in
government, although in that pioneering summer of 1964 they
were ad hoc, untried, unproven. But the President's admoni-
tion that their sights should be set too high rather than too

low, and his challenge to think in bold terms and strike out

in new directions, were taken:-at face value. Bill Moyers'

8Memo, Bill Moyers to Gardner Ack]ey et al., 6 July
1964 Ex FG 600, Box 361, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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But most reflected the heavy task force concentration on

files from those heady days contain various 1ists of striking
new notions “under consideration.”
original task forces of 1964 centrally concerned interna-
tional relations and foreign policy -- Francis Bator's task
force on Foreign Economic Policy -- several of ihe early and
daring possibilities clustered there, among " them the
following: '

Disarmament, and a UN Peace Force.

Outiaw chemical and bacteriological warfare.
3 . -

A reverse Peace Corps. ‘

A "hot 1ine" to our allies as well as to our

chief adversary.

A "planetary" concept of the uses of the
sea, with vregulation for . .agriculture,
husbandry, and ‘habitation before national
and commerical rivalries close in.

World "Area" Administration.

Desalination of the sea.

domestic issues:

o]

o]

Discontinue immigration quotas.

A "GI Bi11 of Rights for Parents," providing
tax deductions for college tuition payments.

Discontinuance of the draft, and building a
well paid voluntary enlisted armed forces.

A Presidential call for univefsal, voluntary

service in time of peace.

Tax exemptions for donations to political
parties.

A new National Merit Scholarship for the
poor. '

129
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0 A naficnwide,vnoh-partisan talent hunt for
the best men and women, bolstered by the
Equal Pay Act. -

0 - An experimental service of urban extension
agents.

© A Cabinet-level Department of -Science,
Technology and Automation.

0 Reform the civil service system to reward

good performance and faci11tate selection-
out.

0 A nationwide campaign against all forms of
environment pO]]UtiO/;f)

0 A code of ethics dnd. financial disclosure

law for Congress, the Judiciary, and the
senior Executive staff. :

Clearly, such brainstorming was often more fmaginative than
practical; it suggested no priorities, 1ittle definition, and
of course invited vigorous political culling. But it also.
testified, even in its naiveté, to fhe virtually uninhibited
explorations of new policy possibilites that the President
had proclaimed. Compromise wou1d come later. A

. On July 64 Moyers sent out his marching orders. and the
original 14 task forces (see List A) were launched toward
 their November 10 dead'l'ine‘.9 Moyers _inétructed the White

9Moyer°s official 1ist of July 22, which is included in
the text as List A, shows a slightly different configura-
. tion. The Yask force on civil rights rever materalized,
presumably because the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was passed on
July 2. But two more task forces were added - on Enviraon-
mental Pollution and on Programs to Improve the World-Wide
Competitive Effectiveness of American Business - to bring the
‘total to 15 task forces planning in 1964 for the 1965 1egis-
lative agenda.
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LIST A

From the Files of Bill Moyers, LBJ Library

3

Task Force

Transportation

-Natural Resources

’

Education

Health

Metropolitan and
Urban Problesis

Preservation of
Na;yral Beauty

Intergovernmental
Fiscal Cooperation

Cost Reduction*

Government Reorgah-

ization*

) Susfélnlng Pros~-
perjty**

Agriculture

Civil Rights

Foreign Economic
Policy

Income
Maintenance

o

White House
Liason

Feldman and, Cater

White

" Goodwin

Staats

Goodwlin

Goodwin

Hel ler

e

Roger Jones

Harold Seidman

Ack l ey --

Feldman and
Schultze
White
-2
Bator
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1965 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM TASK FORCES

July 22, -1964

Executive Secrotary

Gordon Murray, B08 (A.J. Read,
* BOB, alternato) ’

Fenton Shepard, BOB (Robert
Teeters, BOB, alternate)

. Witilam Cannon, BOB ,(Eméerson

El liott, BOB, alternate)

Alex Greene, BOB (Walter Smith,
BOB, alfernafe‘unfll 9/i;
Jim Falcon, BOB,»after 9/i)

Wilflam Ross, BOB (Phil Hanna,
BOB, alternate)

- George Lamb, BOB (Donald

Lindholm, BOB, alternate)

‘Anita Wells, Treasury -

Ray Kitchel!, BOB (Gordon
Osborn, BOB, alternate)

Herb Jasper, BOB .

Locke Anderson and Susan
, Lepper, CEA

Don Horton, BOB (Richard
Ottman, BOB, alternate)

* (Justice to provlde)

Ed Hamllton, BOB €task force member
Dleck Richardson, BOB, will act as

alternate |f necessary)

—~ |

Michael March, BO8 (Ml iton
. Turen, BOB, alternate)

Chalrman

George Hilton, Unlversity
Cailfornia

John W. Gardner, President
Carnegie Corp.

George James )
Commissioner of ’ .
Health, NYC

Joseph A Pechman, Brooklings
Institution

Frederick J. Lawton, Former
Budget Director ' :

Don Price
Harvard University

Paul Samuel!son
MIT

Charles Murphy, Department
of Agriculture ’

&

‘ Kar! Kaysen

Harvard University

John Corson
Princeton Univ.

LN

' *Original ly Task Force on Efficiency and Economy

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

**Originally Task Force gh

)7 /8
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House'Iiaisoné for each task force to form the fask'force Mat
once and then contact the relevant agency heads with respon-
sibility in the area covered by your task force and bring him
up to date on the makeup of the task force, the subject
matter to be covered, and the time schedule involved," and he
alerted them to transmit the Budget Bureau's "{issue papers"
to the task force members.

The Budget Bureau's "Issue Pa£grs' _
Moyers sent the issue paper for the education task force

on. June 17 to Richard Goodwin, the group's White House
1iaison.10VI This remarkably candid document criticized the
entrenched tradition Qf conceiving of. education legislation

in terms of the educational establishment, which had _

typically produced ‘in receﬁt' years proposals to increase
teachers' - salaries, expand vocational education, build
libraries and build classrooms, expand personnel in state
departments of education - - each with its highly organized
interest group. '

~ But group interests often conflict, with the
~result that their effectiveness 1s nullified.
With the involvement of many dissimilar groups --
such as the NEA, American Council on ®ducation,
National Catholic Welfare Council [sic], Council
of Chief State School Officers, American Associa-
tion of School Administrators, AFL-CIO, the Cham-
ber of Commerce,  NAACP, National Council of
Churches and many others -- 4§t is no wonder that
there have been diametrically opposed views . . .

]

10nTask Forces on the 1965 Legislative Program: Issue
Papers," 17 June 1964, Box 94, Files, of Bill Moyers, LBJ-
Library. , Staff of the Council of Ectonomic Advisors also
assisted ¥narpreparing the <issue papers.

~
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on such perennial controversies as federal control, church-
state relatfons, and racial segregation. Furthermore, many
of the proposals are "not very exciting", such as giving:
teachers and teachers' colleges more money. Also, predicted
crises have not materialized, such as reflected in the
repeated presidential rhetoric bemoaning disastrous classroom
‘shortagesn o ‘ ey

A crisis was forecast in the 1950's in
meeting the burdens of the post World War 11 baby
boom; yet State and local governments somehow

~increased their 1950 school expenditure of $6
billion to $16 billion in 1960 and to $20 bhillion
in 1963. In 1957 a “shortage" of 336,000 class-
rooms was announced; after a year the estimate was
revised to 159,000 and it has remained at about
125,000 for the past several years; yet classroom
construction has approximated 70,000 units annual-
1y (despite annual predictions of a reduction).

Finally, small "general aid" programs, in the range of $300-
_$500 annually, are proposed in the vain hope that they could
make much impact on annual state and local budgets of $20
billion. "It is no secret that recent Administration propo-
sals earmarked as small a part of the Federal Budd%t for
public school aid as possible (particularly on 'che‘s:expend'i-=
ture side) so as not to inflate the total figures for a
program that stood 1ittle chance of enactment." As a result,
Congress questioned whether the Administration was really
serious about recommending public school aid (clearly, in
1964, it was not). o |
The issue paper of course did not directly allude to
President Johnson's pro-forma recommendation of the failed
Teftovers from Kennedy's 1963 omnibus package, but./it
observed that "Such proposals are worn thin from repetition”
and are "unlikely to succeed.” What was needed instead was a
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program characterized by: (1) yﬂi;x_ -- a single comprehen-
sive rallying point for all pressure groubs, rather than a
series of bi]Ts to be broken up into special and competing
interest group measures; (2) direction -- concentrating
financial resources on specific educational needs of people,
such as the 30 percent of the school population that perform
below the "average" pupil orientation of the school systems,
rather than on just‘adding money to gederaT purpose school
expenditures; (3) flexibility; (4) stimulation -- rather
than substitution; and (5) size -- perhaps a bold $2
billion annually increasing to $6 or $8 billion in  four
years, which "would demonstrate a strong national commitment
to educatioﬁ'and might well receive more serious considera-
tion than a modest proposal." Above all, what was needed was

a 1ggi516tfve approach —

that will find appeal for the same reasons as the
poverty program --  because it recognizes the
value of developing human resources as a Step to
advancement of social welfare and economic growth,"
and because it meets the needs of people (rather——
than of institutions or other jeve)s of govern-
ments). : ’

The Gardner Task Force o

The Johnson task forces have been especially interesting
to academics, partly 'because professors - were heavily
represented on them. On the 13 original task forces for 1964
(excluding the civil -rights task force, which\ was dropped
after the passage of the Civil Rights Act on July 2) sat 124
distinguished citizens (I am excluding the 13- %hite House
liasons and the 13 executive secretaries from the executive
branch, although their roTes‘ were crucial). F fy-six of
these 124 were professors, exactly half of them from the lvy

134




A

League-plus-MIT (with Cambridge  predominating, not
surprisingly -- in the spring of 1964 Goodwin Kad taken
Moyers to Harvard to introduce him to prominent Harvard
professors), and a West§§Coast bloc of 10 represented the
University of Californid campuses-p]us=$tanf’ord'.11 Federal
officials constituted the second largest bloc with 33 repre-:
sentatives, followed by municipal (8) and state (5)
officials, ccmmission-aséociétion-foundation executives (10),
and ‘representatives from corporations and .law firms \}9),
think tanks (6), and miscellaneous (7). - Only five members
wereé women, evgn'fewer were black, and there was no represen-
tation, oddly, from organized labor.

The,Gardnerbjask force on education was in most respects
typical (see List B). Its blue-ribbon representation
included all levels of education, public and private, sécu]ér
and parochial, black as well as white. The President met
with the education task force on July : a pep talk, and
they were off and running -- but rinninglpart-time. They
met only four times, and at long distance, for such busy
luminaries. Clark Kerr attended gg_meetings. Occupying fhe

‘strategic full-time, on-location spot ;as the task force's
execut?Vb secretary, William B. Cannon, who was Chief of the
Budget Bureau's Eduéation, Manpower, and Sciences Division,
and who drafted the issue paper that structured the task

4

11President Johnson noted and resented the elitist skew
in 1964 against the South {2) and the Midwest (5), and subse-
~quent outside task forces were consciously broadened.
William Friday's outside task force on education in 1966, for
‘,//ﬁnstance, was more evenly balanced, with one, university
representative each from Harvard and Yale, Chicago and
Wisconsin, UCLA and Cal Tech, North Carolina and Vanderbilt
== plus the Superintendent of Public Instruction for Texas.
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LIST B

1964 LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE ON EDUCATION

CHAIRMAN t
JohmW. Gardner

" Pgesident, Carnegie Corporation
New York City,

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY .

William B. Cannon
Bureau of the Budget
(Alternte: Emerson J.o E1liott)

MEMBERS

James E. 'Allen, Jr.

Commissioner of Education

Albany, New York ./ .
Y

Hedley W. Donovan

Editor, Time Magazine

New .York City

Harold B. Gores

President, Educational FaC111t1es
Laboratory

New York City

/

Clark Kerr
President -
University of California

Edwin H."land

President

Polaroid Corporation
Cambridge, Massachusetts

- Sidney P. Marland
Superintendent of Schools
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

David Riesman

Professor
- Department of Social Re1at1ons
. Harvard University

~ Fr. Paul C. Reinert !

President
St. Louis University

Raymond R. Tucker
Mayor
St. Louis, Missouri

Ralph W. Tyler

Director, Center for the Advanced
Study in the Behavioral Sc1ences

Stanford, Ca11forn1a ’

Stephen J. Wright
President
Fisk University

Jerrold R. Zacharias
Professor :
Departnient of Physics , :
MIT | T~
Francis Keppel
Commissioner of Education
Department of Health, Educat1on
and we1fare

R1Chard Goodwrn
White House Liaison-




force's agenda. In early September Cannon sent a progress
' report to colleagues in the Bureau, the CEA, and to Goodwin
‘in the White House, in which he praised John Gardner as
"being first class, and sure of what he is doing.'.'12 "1
B think that we hd&e a good chance of produéing a first class
report,” Cannon predicted, "although it will take 'some
doipg',to meld ﬁthe aspikations qf the dreamers (Zacharias,
Land, Riesman) with those of the p%actitioners (Commissioner
A11en,’Superintendant Marland, -etc.)." _
Also exercizing unusual influence on the task fo?ce was
‘Frahcis Keppel, who had served on the predecessor Hovde task
force, who enjoyed a close family reTat1onsh1p with John
Gardner (Keppe1 s father had also been a Carneq1e president),
had helped recru1t the other task “force members, and who en-
joyed a unique dual status as both outsider and insider --
aS'thé Kennedy administration's Harvard dean on an outside
. task force, yet also as: the Comm1ssiongr of Education.
-Keppel shared Gardner's f1rst pr1or1ty coﬁéentrat1ng on the
urban d1sadvantaged espec1a11y if this could unify the
divisive educational community. But his second priority was
federal aid to strengthen state departments of education.
If from the elite viewpoint of the Budget Bureau, the 0ffice
of Education was a third-rate bureauckacy of report-writers,
statistics gatherers, and professional “educationists," the

state departments of educatiqn were regérded'by OE and by
_ - _

N

12Memo, William B. Cannon to David  Mathiasen, 9
September 1964, Box 411, OMB PRecords Division, National
. Archives. s ’
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many task force members with equal disdain;§3 Keppel
recalled in his oral history interview that a good many of
the people on the task force

felt that the state departments of education were

" the feeblest bunch of second-rate, or fifth-rate,
educators who combined educational incompetence
_with bureaucratic immovability. And they were
dead against Title V [aid to state departments of
education] . . . Having sat on that educational
bureaucracy in Washington, the last thing in the
world I wanted was all those 25,000 school dis-
tricts coming in with plans with my bureaucrats
deciding whether to 'approve them or not. I wanted
that stuff done out in the states. And to make it
work in the states, you have to rmprove the state
departments in mak1ng grants . . . . I think
[James] Allen and I won the vote by one vote ‘or
something.

Keppel also wanted to aid -"underfinanced colleges,

particularly Negro colleges,” and also needy college"

students. Finally, Episcopalian Keppel got along well with
what he «galled "the monsignors," and wanted to find wdys to
aid the parochial schools. ‘

Cannon held a different perspective. _ﬂis years of
dealing with the education bureaucracy had made him somewhat
cynical, not only about the general ability of OE, but about

8

13Letter, Keppel to Gardner, 17 September 1964, Box 412,
OMB Records Division, National Archives. Keppel, interview
with the author, 1 April 1981. See Francis Keppel, Oral

‘History Interview, 21 April 1969, 13, LBJ Library. Keppel

also wanted to avoid antagonizing the -highly organized
Washington lobby of the state commissioners of education, the
Council of Chief State School Officers, and many of his like-
minded "old guard" senior administrators at USOE. See
‘Hawkinson, “Presidential Program Formulation," Chapter 111,
and Bailey and Mosher, ESEA, Chapter III.

-
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the competence of the public schools as well.l?  Hence

Cannon's first two oriorities were supplementary educationa}v

centers and educational research and deveiopment Jabora-
tories, together. with the extension network of regiona]
demonstration and dissemination labs being. pushed by Ralph
T&ier.1§ These he viewed as almost subversive. models for,
experiment and change, as new institutions that would not be

hostage to the local educational establishments. For similar

»reasons Cannon had contributed importantly to the des1qn of-

the OEO's controversia] community action program as a member

of the Kermit Gordon-Walter Heller task force on antipov=

erty. And his third priority reflected his dim view of OF by

calling for the creation of a new agency, a kind of educa-

- tional OEO, 1oca“”ﬁ in the executive office of the President

o o to run the new programs. 3
- .0n September 24 Gardner sent the task force members his

) ' draft of a nine-page statement refiecting their .collective

highest prioritiés.15 First came the antipoverty theme: the .

"foremost challenge facing American education today is to
equalize educationa] opportunity for the disadvantaged
i , segments of our population,"” ‘ especia]]y through a compre-
hensive attack on the educational deficiences of urban
L , slums. Then came the supplementary educational centers,
" which could serve parochial as xeii as public school

'/-
: 3

14cannon, interview with the author, 15 September'1981;

e

/ : 15Memo Cannon to the Director, 16 October 1964 Box
: ’ /412, OMB’ Records Division, National Archives.

T o 16Memo, Gardner to Education Task Force Members, 24
’ September 1964 Box 411, OMB Records Division, National
Archives. . )
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students, and a]sobthe educational research anJ development -
laboratories, each Tinked to a university.an@ including an
experimental or demonstration school. For higher education,
emphasis was' on aiding ‘the smaller and weaker colleges, - . »
especially th::EEF' cofﬁaboratiqn. with strong universities. ¢ 4
Financial aid for needy . undergraduates was ’p0pu1qr' with '
Congress, and .this invited a massive expansion of student:
loans. As for implementing the programs; state departmenté ‘ e
of education néeded strengthening. And\ag\ff;/}pefﬁ??;EE'Bf ' '
Education, . "despite outstanding 1eadérship y the present ‘: R

Commissioner of Education", OF -at pﬁesent wqg "incapable of

meeting the requirements ‘facing us." Gardner -suggeéted
creating -a full-fledged Department of Education, not by s

simply pulling "E" out of HEW, but by building a completely"
new department by pulling together education programs from
all over the government. '
When the final, 83-page secret report was delivered to - . 1
the White House in early Noyember, it contained 18 recommen- 4 '
-dations that expanded on but ‘did not significantly differ
from the priorities reflected in Gardner's September’ draft \//
-- with one exception, on the organization of OE, which I
shall. turn to shortly.l7  The first priority® was the
o ‘ antipoverty emphasis dn tequq1 educational opportunity or
"access" for children bf disadvantaged backaround. The task
. fércg\"went on record as- favoring geheral federal aid,
especially for school constryction, but said‘that‘if such aid

4

+

l7Reponj of the President's Task Force on Eduation, 14 4
November 1964, Task Force File, Box 1, Johnson ALibrary. A . B
surprisingly candid assessment of the contribution of the :
Gardner Task Force may be fourd in the HEW Administrative /s
History, Vol. I, Part 111, 42-64, LBJ }ibrary. ,




(with an equa?uzation formula favoring poarer areas) was
poiitically ﬁnfeasible then 1t favored exploring other
avenues of channe11ng federal funds dinto drsadvantaged
areas -- and found especially “"interesting” the proposed

amendment to the impacted areas program, which would create'
indices of economic disadvantage to identify areas to receive
funds by formula. This was obviously prefiguring Title I of
ESEA, but not by inventing the wheeT; legisiative planning
momen tum ﬁn'this direction was already considerable in HEW
and in Congress, especially through the efforts. of Wilbur
Cohen and Wayne Morse. But the prestigious (and semi-
myster1ous) Gardner task force was thereby giving powerfu1
- sanction to the planning convergence toward ESEA Title I.

Next came three major mechanisms for fostering educa-
- tional experiments,'innovation, and service, especially for
the urban poor. The first of these was the establishment of
uﬁiversity=based community’extensidn programs -- the land

grant program for the cities, modeled on the Morrill Act's
successful -agricultural extension service. Nor was this idea
new; indeed, it was much in vogue in the early and middle
‘sixties, and President Johnson had told an audience at the
dediction of the new University of Ca]ifdrnia campus at
- Irvine the previous June that ‘

I forsee the day when an urban extension
service, operated by universities across the
countny, will do for urban America what the

Agricu1tf§a1 Extension Service has done forjruraI
America.

. ¢
~ 18public Papers: 18, 1963-64, vol. 1, See also
Hawkinson, "Presidential Program Forﬁ‘Tation," 130*40
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Next came Cannon's subversive favorite, the supplementary
educational centers. This was the Gardner task force's most

“original creation, and it was to translate directly into

Title II1 of ESEA. The vague allusion to “supplementary -
servicesf was a8 facade, for what Cannon and Emerson Ell{iott .

and the task force majoriii\fjf in mind was a massive lever

for change through federal grants, approved by nationally
recognized panels of experts, for exemplary and innovative
programs to bring a variety of non-school influences--é.g.,

"universities, museums, artistic and musical organizations,

industry--into wérking concert with schools, both public and

.private, through broad-based consortia. ,The.third program

was also a Cannon favorite: the national educational
Jaboratories, which would be research and development labs to

support the supplementary educational centers, and an
extension network ofaregiona1 demonstration and dissemination
1abs. Neither were the R&D centers completely novel, for
four already existed:-. at the Unviersities of QOregon,
Pittsburgh, Harvard, and Wisconsin. The task force of course
knew this, and sought their expansion, to perhaps 15-20 new
regionally distributed labs. " |

Many of the report's 18 recommendations represented
fair1y standard fare for such a report -- -e.9g., support for

the expansion of work-study programs, student loans, aid to

the handicapped, and the like =-- although many of these
presaged important future legislation, such as guaranteed
student loans, BEO® grants, and the Teacher Corps. But three

of them in particular dealt with the high priority issues

discussed in Gardner's September draft. ~One was. strength-
ening state departments of education, which was to become
Title V of ESEA. Another was aid to "developing colleges",

142
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which became Title 111 of the companion Higher Education Act
(HEA) of 1965, In the vision of Keppel, Gardner, ané
especially of MIT's Jerrold Zaccharias, "developing colleges"”
was a euphemism for weak black colleges; Zacharwas had been

'centra11y fnvolved in planning an Amer1can Council on

Education program of summer institutes for black college
faculty. Also, Edith Green's subcommittee had held hearings
on the needs of such marginal ‘co11eges in 1964, and had
pressed Keppel to assist them. But the third high priority
recommendation involved the thorny question of what to do
with OE, and there was spirited debate on this within the
‘task force. Cannon, however, converted the majority to his
view of the OEO model, so the report s majority r‘ecommenda‘=
tion read:
One solution -~ the favored solution as

far as this Task Force is concerned -- would be

to establish an independent Office of Education at

the Presidential Tevel which, 1ike the Office of

Economic Opportunity, would have the' responsi-

bility to (a) coordinate Federal agency programs,

(b) carry out new programs, and (c) 8eve1op
national policy in the field of education.!

.But the report acknowledged that there was “v1gorous" support

for the "more orthodox" solution of creating a new Cabinet-
level Department of E 1on,vbut creating it anew rather
than simply detachiqg{i;:atE" Tn HEW. The task force hinged
its récommendation for a National Humanities Foundation to

the resolution of the organizational problem, arguing that if
the OEO model were adopted, then new humanities programs

19ublic papers: LBJ, 1963-64, vol. I, 20 June 1964,

794, See also Hawkinson, "Presidentia1 Program/Formu1ation "
130-40. , T

N
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should be run from within the new agency like other new
programs, to be coordinated and not split off. But failing
that, a nBw National Humanities Foundation should be created,
because further neglect of the humanities was into1erab1e,

[N

Politics and Secrecy

The Gardner report's sdpport for a new National Human-
jties Foundation illustrates the partial truth of Philip
Kearney's conclusion that the task force functioned as a

_"egitimating agent" for ideas already in existence. In this
case the task force was responding supportively to an earlier

inftiative by the Commission for a National Foundation for
the Humanities, chaired by Barnaby Keeney, President of Brown
University.?o But it raises also the po]itica] and partisan
question of the Johnson administration's use of the task
forces in the campaign against Goldwater. In.September of
1964, President Johnson went to'Péovidence, Rhode Island to
crown Brown University's celebration of its 200th anniver-
sary, where he proclaimed: "I Took with the greatest favor
upon the propgsal by your own able President  Keeney's
Commission for a National Foundation for the Humanities."21
As in the Irvine speech, and in many others during the
campaign, Johnson plucked the juiciest plums from the secret
task force agendas and floated them in public. There has
been no systematic archival study of the political role of

[
A

205ee  Morton Sosna, "The National Endowment for the
Humanities,” in Donald R. Whitnah (ed.), Government Agencies,
in the Greenwood Encyclopedia of American Institutions series
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 198Z).

2lPubHc Papers: LBJ, 1963-64, vol. II, 28 September
1964, 1131. S
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-the 1964 task forces, but the Gardner group's role is

suggestive. When its White House liaison, Richard Goodwin,

briefed the President on his July 21 meeting with the
eduQ\;1on task force, he began with a political caution:

This task force has been assembied on a non-
partisan basis and includes Hedley Donovan of
Trime-Life. Therefore I would suggest the stress
be on contribution to post-election program and

"references to campaign usefulness not be made. Of
course, the work will be helpful in the campaign,

and we vkﬂ'l make use of the individual task force
members.

Yet there is little evidence that individual task force
members performed 1mportént partisan political tasks during
the campaign. .More probably, task force responsibi]ities
dampened more active po11tica1 part1c1pat1on by the 1large
body of 1iberal Democratic university professors who
dominated the task forces. And most importantly, Johnson
didn't critically need them, since the Goldwater campaign was
crippled from thé beginning, and by election eve was staager-
ing "crushed and punch=drunk."23 N
Federal aid to education was an important campaign
issue, however, and the 1964 Republican platform generally
repudiated the GOP's 1960 platform, with its endorsement of
federal aid for lower school construction, and concentrated
instead on "tax credits for those burdened by the expenses of
college education."” Parents paying expensive college
tuitions were a natural Republican constituency, and the

22Memo, Goodwin to the President, 20 July 1964, EX

" ED/PR8-1, WHCF, LBJ Library.

23Theodore White, The Making of_the President 1964 (New
York Atheneum, 1964), 357.
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Johnson administration had been embarrassed eqé]y in 1964

when a tuition tax credit amendment was introduced by none

‘other than Connecticut's freshman Democratic senator, fpnmer
HEW Secretary Abraham Ribicoff, who as governor had been an
ex offico member of the Yale Corporation, and whose constit-
uents were heavily investing in p?ivate schools. The strong
Tatent support for a tutition tax credit was reflected in the
Ribicoff amendment's narrow defeat on the Senate floor by a
vote of 48 to 45 on February 4. Senator Goldwater soon
offered a similar amendment, which Johnson attacked with
gusto as a regressive measure to aid the wea]thy.24

But word of Johnson's secret planning groups was bound
. to leak, and they‘were equally bound to becoﬁe a partisan
dispute. University profeésors instinctively share informa-
tion rather than shield it, and when on July 14 Douglass
Cater complained to the President that "[Walter] Heller talks
to the press too freely," which had led to "irresponsible"
uPl stories about the task forces, Johnson instructed Moyers
to remind all involved that "all conversations pertaining to
task force matters be treated as privi1egéd."25 But this waé

2831 ter Heller sent Bill Moyers a detailed campaign
memo on October 1 providing "pointed ammunition to attack the

Goldwater (and Republican platform) proposals for tax credits

for educational expenses.® See memo, Heller to Moyers, 1
October 1964, Files of Bill Moyers, Box 6, Johnson Library.
Heller included attacks on the tuition tax credits propasal
by Wisconsin President Fred Harrington, the Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, and Vice Presi-
dent Allan Cartter of the American Council on Education. The
Gardner task force report also rejected tuition tax credits,
as did the Budget Bureau and the Treasury.

254emo, Cater to tMe President, 14 July 1964, EX FG 600,
WHCF, Johnson Library; memo, Moyers to A1l Task Force Liaison
{Continued) '
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Washington, and the intriguing task force story could not be
contained. On September 30, New York Times reporter Tad

‘Szulk ran a story describing the task force operation with

fair accuracy, a1though.he only reported eleven task forces
and their chairmen (he missed the original task forces on
health and on 1income maintenance). With perhaps equal
inevitability, Republican Spokesmeh challenged the
President's secret planning cabal, but since their party was
sinking so disastrousiy that fall, it was ,to no avail.
Republican Congressman Robert H. Michel I1linois did
subsequently attempt through repeated correspondénce to pry
from the White House the names of the education task force
members, but presidential counselor Lee White successfully
stonewalied (while complaining to Cater that "you guys have
created yet another monster," and receiving in reply Cater's
suggestion that the answer to Michel's inquiries was always
the same: “"Nuts!").26

Toward a Legislative Strategy for ESEA

President Johnson had been periodically briefed
throdghout the fall campaign on the progress of his task

' forces; and on November 3, national election day, Cater sent

him summaries of their recommendations based on prelimiary
reports.27 Cater noted tha?/,aﬂly the task force on

agriculture seemed to be conflicting with Johnson's campaign

Ll ‘.

e
-

26The Michel-White-Cater correspondence is found in EX
FG 600, Box 363, LBJ Library. ' :

2lmemo, Cater to the President, 3 November 1964, EX FG
600, Box 361, LBJ Library.
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commi tments, that urban mass transit seemed to be an area of
omission that would have to be remedied, and that most of the
task forces were ‘“reticent 1in giving cost estimates.”
Cater's ' two-page summary of the Gardner task force report
reflected the main thrust of what were to become Titles I,
111, 1V, and V of ESEA. The Gardner report was formaily:
transmitted to thé President on November'ls, and according to
one account he personally read it 'chr'oughe,?-8 The week
\following Thanksgiving dJohnson met at the ranch with
Secretaries Celebreeze and Wirtz as well as with. Moyers,
Cohen, Keppel, and Cannon. There Johnson gave a general
green light to press ahead on the legislative strategy and
program for education,'and stipulated that Januarykﬂ would be
the date for the State of the Union -Address, with the top-
priority Education Message to follow on January 12 and the
Budget Message on January 25,
P Goldwater's defeat on November 3 had brought the Johnson
¢ administration a crucial bonus of 38 new Democratic seats im
the House and two. in the Senate. This meant, in thelSenate,
" that the Democratic's previous and muscular majority of 66-34
was swollen to 68-32, so the Senate was.even 1essp11ke1y to
pose any serious obstacle to Great Society legislation,
-eépecia11y with a southern Democrat as President, and with
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 out of the way. But much more .
important, the new House 1lineup offered a potential bloc
switch of 76 votes to break the old Kennedy stalemate, and
dictated a strategy of first passing the education bill in
v the House, then having the Senate pass it without amendment,
Xhereby avoiding"the perilous conference committee.

28gailey and Mosher, ESEA, 41.
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But what sort of bill might pass the House? The Civil
Rights Act seemed ‘at least temporarily to have deflected the
racial ijssue, since its Titles IV and VI already gave the
federal government the desegregqtion club of civil suit and
Fuhdowithdfgwa1, which southerners had historically feared in
a federal aid-to-education hill. But the other two trouble-
some issues, federal control and separation of church and
state, seemed fiendishly designed to raise one another, "and
then to cancel one another out in a process that historically
had cancelled out federal aid to education also. The best
way to avoid the charge of federal control was to provide
general aid to the states in the form of what the Budget
Bureau  abhored as  the 1eave=it=on=the=stump7and=fun
variety. But if this aid was to be for public schools only,
s0 as to keep'chu and sgggg_;eﬁarate, it of course aroused
the intense opposition of the Roman Catholic 1lobby, and
thereby spiit the Democratic constituency. This painful

political dilemma was generf11y understood, but the Gardner

report. did not address it °- indeed, it was not supposed
to. But the Tegislative strategists at HEW did.

On December 1, at Moyers' request, Celbrezze sent to the
White House a 40-page memo that contained Keppel's brief on
the education program and a draft for the presidential mes-
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sage on education.23 Ce]ebrezze' explained that he had
discussed the educatibn'proéram with representatives of the
National Education Association, the National Catholic Welfare
Conference, the American Council on Education, the American
Association. of State Universities and’Land»Gfaht Colleges,
and the American Federation of Teachers (AFL-CIO).. Within
the administration, Keppel had consulted with Cater and Henry
‘Wilson at the White House, Cannon at the Budget Bureau, Otto
Eckstein at the Council of Economic Advisors, Director Donald
Hornig of the Office of Science and Techno]ogy,'-Assistant
Secretary Stanley Surrey of the Treasury, and Secretary Wirtz
at Labor. '

Keppel's remarkable memo was a candid political explora-
tion of the basic strategies for Bassing a major education
bill. The first strategic possfbi]ity was a renewed effort -
at the old goal of general aid for salaries and buildings for
public schools only. This would embarrass the House
leadership, prompt rigorous Catholic opposition, and rekindle
the Catholics® bitter battle with the NEA and the Council of
Chief Staté‘Schoo1 Officers and other pubTic school bodies,
which in turn would give their "delighted but 1arge1y inef-
fective support." Option' #2 would provide general aid for
both public and private schools. But this would be- a

~

29Memo, Celebrezze to Moyers, 1 December 1964, Moyers
Files, Box 99, LBJ Library. “Keppel's memo proposed three
. bills, the first dealing with~lower education, the second to
aid urban university extension and calling for a "Domestic
Fulbright" program to assist “developing colleges," and the
third to expand college student aid through work-study Jjobs
‘and federally-guaranteed student loans by commercial
lenders. But his political emphasis was overwhelmingly on
the lower-aid problem. '




"radical shift of policy" and would at least raise a serious
constitutional issue, especially since so many state
constitutions had such firm requirements on separation of
church and state that federal aid to parochial schools would
have to come direct from Washington. The NEA and ‘public
education groups would be 1in bitter ~opposition, and
opposition could be expected from "Southern Congressmen
combined with some 1iberals and many Repubiicans Jooking for
a way to make trouble."

There was a third way, however, that hingﬁi; on
abandoning the quest for general aid as it was usually
defined.

~ Such a program would satisfy no group

entirely, but it would make opposition more N

difficult and would start down the road toward the

ultimate goals for education a generation from

now. To adopt this course may open the Adminis-

tration to accusations of lack of nerve, unwill-

ingness to bite the bullet, etc., etc., on the
ground that the basic -s¢hool problem is not being

faced directly. But it seems possible to create a

package in some’ ways more effective educational-

ly -- "and larger fiscally. -- than previous

“general aid" bills. Such a package would, there-

fore, be 1ikely to be supported by the same groups
which would back proposal number 1. )

Keppel then advanced a five-part legislative program that

would °1ook remarkably similar to the five-title bill the
President would send to Congress- ten weeks later. At its,
substantive heart -- what would become Title I --. was a
program of categorical aid for the children of the poor in
‘the s1ums'and depressed rural areas, one _that WOﬁ1d reach
"children in both public and private schoo1%<, But its strate-
gic political kéy was linkage to Public Law 874, the 14 year-

1]
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old "impacted areas" aid program that enjoyed "tremendous
Congressional support.”

Using it as the vehicle to achieve a Jdegree
of "general aid" for public schools would be to
continue down a well-traveled road. The National
Catholic Welfare Conference, which in the past has
been silent on this 1legislation, will object
vigorously if its schools do not receive help
under new amendments. But special grant programs :
of aid for certain types of materials and services
especially relevant to their needs, if joined with
the impacted areas approach, might avoid a politi-

- cal confrontation. It is not easy to oppose a
combination of the existing impacted areas program
and an added program for the poor.

~

Keppel proposed a vague formula based on the number of Tow-
income children by 'school district so as to concentrate the
funds on the intended antipoverty target, but observed that
“the great majority of all school districts in the Nation
would receive payments under the proposal.” The po]itica1-
importance of'this broad reach was difficult to miss.
Commissioner Keppel was careful to emphasize that the

““Task Force on Education- supported this basic antipoverty

proposal, dand the task force had 1ikewise supported what

* would become Titles III (supplementary educational centers),

IV (educational R&D laboratories), and V (aid to state

departments of education). He did not invoke the sanction of

the Gardner'task,force in regard to Title II (instructional
materials, especially textbooks and library books, for bothyf
public and ‘private schools), however, because the Gardner

report said virtually nothing about it. Instead, Kepp€
cited the "lively interest” of Catholic congressman Huoh,
Carey of New York. This was to be Keppel's "sweetener" fo
the Catholics, and it was a sensitive and volatile topic the
Keppel knew much about, for he had been appointed Commi 8

F-
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sioner. by Kennedy-and centrally charged with deflecting the

Catholic. lobby's attacks from Kennedy's college aid bills.
In this he had been partially successful. But this on-going
dialogue with "the monsignors" was. soon to be intensified,
and partly by his own design, as he had urged in his memo of
December 1 that since "public education groups, most
liberals, and many Sbutherners representing depressed rural
constituencies will probably support" his third option, the
"the extent of Catholic opposition should be tested in

advance of ‘introducing the 1egis1ati§h."

Two weeks later, Keppel met with a dozen Catholic
monsignori to discuss the educéggsn program, and relayed to

Cater his report of a "convivi gathering" 1in which his

relations were on a "good footing." Cater in turn reported
to the President: '

- 1. They are not at all eager fg/ a direct
aid message” which would lead unavoidlably to a
court test. They realize that this would only
delay aid to education and heighten acrimony.
(They may well be fearful of the verdict of such a*
head-on test.)

2. They stress the fact that they are not
seeking aid to substitute for their own education-
al expenditures but to supplement them as a means
of attaining better education. This offers en-
couragement for :Qg/”supp1ementarx services" which
are a strong part of the education package: Of
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course, Keppel avoided -giving any hint of the
-content of the package.

Y Catégﬁra1so‘ reported that two days Tater two of the
monsignori, Hurley and Hochwalt, revisited Keppel to press
. for aid for their teachers' salaries, but that
them off, since aid for teachers' salaries, public or
‘private, was not‘contained in sthe legisiative\package. All
major accounts agree that Keppel was the piv tai actor at.
this crucial stage. Bailey and Mosher write,  "Keppel
N . - _performed a key role as an intermediary brokdr of jdeas,
‘ moving among various arenas: the task force, HEW and USOE >
pJanning staffs; the whitE#House, the'Congress; ‘the Press; .
profess{ona1 agsociations,aﬁd interest gf‘oups."31 :Eidenberg
and Morey concur: "In ma%y ways the one man who was able to
bridge the gaps that separated the variouiifacti§ﬁ§\iggzhis
issue {(church-state) was Francis Keppe1."32 - But as ert
Hawkinson astutely observed, Keppel was less negotiating or
baréaining/,than consensus-building toward a-shared awareness ‘

Ve

& . . . ! o A

30Memo, Cater to the Presigent, 19 December 1964, EX
FG165-4, WHCF, LBJ Library. Cater identified the monsignori
as Mgrs. Hurley and Hochwald [sic -- Hochwalt] (Washington),
McManus (Chicago), McDowell (Pittsubrgh), Hughes (Philadel<~
phia), Foudy (San Francisco), Stuardie (Mobile), Applegate
(Columbus), Donahue (Baltimore), Lyons (Washington), Ulrich
(Omaha), Curtin (St. Louis), Behrens (Des Moines); and
attorney William Consedine for the NCWC. Keppel estimated
that private schools would receive as much as 10.1% to 13.5%
of the ESEA funds; parochial schools had approximately 15% of
total school enrollments. :

ppel stalled

<&

3lBai1ey and Mosher, ESEA, 41.

32Eidenberg and Morey, Act of Congress, 81.




of the mututal destructiveness of the rigidity and'écrimony
of previous years.33 7 , )
_ o
The President Decides
The important negotiating and specific bargainihgw
rather, was more internal than externail, and on two important

jssues Keppel ended up losing. One invoived the conflict
between hié keen personal interest in aid to state depart-
. ments of education and the Budget Bureau's (and especially
Cannon's) dim view of such aid, a view that Cater tended to
share, or at best Cater rated it as a low priority. The
other 1ssue;_which loomed much larger, involved abandoning
the long quest for general aid in favor of categorical aid
for poor districts.. Keppel had withstood intense pressure
from the public school professional associations and from
within his own OE bufeaueracy to continue to press for
general aid. So he had attached his Title I proposal to the
popular impactéd areas program, but he added a Title 1B
proviso that both P.L. 815 and P.L. 874 simultaneously be
"reformed" so as to reduce their regréssive impact, thereby
generating annual savings in the $40-60 million range. Since
few government installations were located in slums or remote
rural depressed areas, much of the impacted aid went instead
- to prosperous school distr%cts, such as Maryland's wealthy
Montgomery County, where government installations clustered

33Hawkinson, "presidential Program Formulation,” 107.
Robert Hunter reported to Cater on 9 December 1964 that a
Benton & Bowles poll that fall revealed that for the first
time the #1 concern of the American electorate was education,
not defense. Memo, Cater to Valenti, 26 May 1965, EX ED,
WHCF, Box 1, LBJ Library.
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around aff1uent Bethesda. The Budget Bureau and HEW had Tong
advocated such reforms, as had every President since Truman,
but there had been little enthusiasm for them in the House,
with the notable and powerful exception of Edith Green. 34
The politics of this decision were so crucial that ultimately
only the President could decide. v

Cater and Moyers reviewed the various task forte and
agency prbposa?s during the first three weeks of December,
inciuding obtaining a Justice Department opinion that was
mostly favorabie on the church=stéte issue. The White House
reading of the political climate was also basically favor-
able, as assesséd by Cohen and Halperin at HEW and by
0'Brien's staff on the Hill. A simi?arly optimistic view of
the economic outlook was reached by the Troika -- the
Director.of the Budget Bureau, the Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisors, and the Secretary of the Treasury. The

archives reveal a December stream of memoes from Keppel to

34It$1s difficult to judge how to assess the ‘Edith Green
"prob1em The bad reputation that the Demoeratic' adminis-
trations of the 1960s laid against her was that she was a
frustrated Oveta Culp Hobby who wanted to be Secretary of HEW
-and, failing that, sought vengeance by seeking Republican and
bo11=weev11 (southern conservative) Democratic allies. Yet
she also fought for education programs n1ght11y, and was
generally regarded as a member of Congress formidable
ability’ to torpedo the administration's /program. The .
archival evidence suggests deep male reseffitment against a.
powerful and assertive woman. The archival evidence also
captures 0'Brien aide Charles Daly denouncifg Representative
Green as a "psychotic female,” being overheard by a female
Green staffer who told on Ia]y to her boss. \Daly executed
the requ1red “mea . culpa,” and Green was gracioss, but
Keppel's base a11u31on to Edith Green's ‘perennial "changes of

in a man's game--although it is clear that Mrs. Green
be both abrassive and erratic.
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Cater eﬂaborat%ng on cost projections and such sensitive
issues as the amount of money and range of services Tikely to
be available to parochial schools, and what the supplementary
educational centers might do and for whom. The President
spent an {ntense working Christmas at the ranch. Moyers
brought down Tooseleaf notebooks in which he had distilled
the products of the task ' force recommendations, agency
reguests, and White House review,32 They were joined by
Gordon and Heller for consultations on fiscal prospects and
budgetary evaiuations, and they were frequently in touch by
wire with Cater when education and health proposals were
being discussed. ' o

At one point Cater's wire to MoyerS‘é;n{Qined a strong
plea -by Keppel for retaining the ESEA provision for aid to
state departments of education.?’6 Keppel was successful in
retaining Title V, but its funding was drastically sfashed
from the $75-150 mii1ion range that Keppel had requested to a
mere $17 million. But on the much more important question of
impacted areas aid reform, virtually the entive senior
~ bureaucracy of OE and HEW and the Budget Bureau, who, %avbreq
such refolm, lost out to Johnson's political instinct that

riskihg it would jeopardize the enti}e education bilil. So

35Léuchtenburg, "Genesis of the Great.Society," 39.
Hawkinson's account is highly useful for this crucial period
of decision, especially 114-19. See Moyers' briefing memo-
randa, to the Rresident, “"Legislative Program for Education,"
- ND, EX LE/FA2, WHCF, LBJ Library, and Moyers' File, Boxes
100-101. -

36MemoB Cafer to Moyers, 23 December 1964, Cater Files,
Box 5, LBJ Library. Keppel had the support of James B.

Conant, and of course of the Council of Chief State School
Officers, but the White House rated it a Tow priority.
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impacted aid reform was cut out by Presidential directive,
and with painful irony the nation's largest proposal for aid.
to educate the chiﬂdréh;of the poor was launched as an expan-
sion of the unrefoéﬁed fmpacted areas Maw; which dispropor-
tionately aided the chiidren of the midd1e class and even the
well-to-do. 37

The ESEA of 1965

» President Johnson sent his education message to Congress
| on January ‘12, and that same day the administration’s bill
was introduced in the House (HR 2362) by Carl Perkins,
chairman_of the general education subcommittee, and in the
Senate (S 370) by Wayne Morse, chairman of the education
subcommittee of <the Senate Lébor and Public Welfare
Commi ttee. The President's role throughout was vintage
LBJ. Keppel recalils a legendary meeting in the Fish Room of
the White House that fateful Janyary:

President Johnson came in, looking cheerful
as can be, and said to the half-dozen or so people
in the room who were responsib]e for various '
pieces of legislation "Look, we've g o do
this in a hurry. We've got in wwth this majority
(of sixteen million votes) in the Congress," he
said. "It doesn't make any difference what we
do. We're going to lose them at the rate of about
a million a month, and under those circumstances,

37 amendmerits to reform the impacted aid program had been
introduced in Congress, and HEW was conducting a study of
their economic impact. The question Moyers' brief posed for
Johnson was "whether to delay reforms until HEW's study of
this legislation, now in progress, is completed early next
- summer.” Johnson answered yes. The popular . impacted areas
bills had proven to be excellent vehicles for passing educa-
tion bills -- most recently the Vocat1ona1 Education Act of
1963 and the NDEA Amendments of 1964.




get your subcommittee hearings going. Keppel,
when are you starting yours?” And Cohen, who was

o handling the medical thing, "When are you starting
yours?"  “Get them through the sub-copfmittee and
through the full committee and, pasti the rules
committee and on to the floor of the House just as
fast as you can get them going." And then he
turned around with that characteristic jesture and
said, “1 Wﬁ?t to see a whoie bunch of coonskins on
the wali!" :

Yet so extraordinary had been the preliminary plannin
for ESEA, through executive task forcing, negotiating and
consenSﬂgfbui1ding with professional and private groups, that
the Congressional role was rendered unique. Eidenberg and
Morey have commented on the ‘"peculiar ‘'surrender’ of
congressgional autonomy" over the_ policy planning phase of
legisitative formulation by a Congress desperate to avoid
another “holy war."39  As a result Congress enjoyed the
Tuxury of doing battle not over- the hoary three R's of Race,
Reds, and Religion, but 1instead over the mundane but
Tucrative details of the distribution formula for Title I's

rd

K
[

38Transcript, Keppel Oral History, 21 April 1969, 7, LBJ
Library. Wilbur Cohen recalled the distinctive Johnsonian
exhortations at the same meeting: "So I want youhguys to get
off your asses and do everything possible to get everything
in my program passed as soon,a&ﬁpossib1e, before the aura and
the halo that surround me disappear. Don't waste a second.
Get going right now. Larry, Wilbur - - just remember I want
this program fast, and by fast I mean six months, not a
year." Qgg%éd in Merle Miller, Lyndon: An Oral Biography
(New York:/Putnam's, 1980), 409. Tater wrote the President
on February 16 that "all the chief education lobbyists are
now lined up behind the bill," and added that "even Edgar
Fuller of the State School Officers has gotten into line on
the bill." Cater to the President, 16 February 1965, EX
LE/FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library.

. 39t of Congress, 75-95.
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proposed bi11i6n=d011ar aid. As for the origin of the
politicaliy key formulaic approach itself, with its aid-to-
the-child, not to the school rat?ona1e, there have been many
 claimants.  Keppel recalls wryly: “The NEA thinks they
~ thought it up, and the Catholics think they thought it up,
and 1 think I thought it up. I don't know. It just got put
together."40. Wilbur Cohen thinks he thought it up:

Finally, during abpyt 1964, Senator Morse
introduced a bill that gave weight to several
factors 1including unemployment, the number of
children under aid to dependent children, and the
bi11 wag referred to the Department. And it was
during that period of time that I finally said,

- "Why don't.you use just a number  of children in
families under two-three thousand dollars?
They're either public school children or in
private. school - - and it doesn't make any
difference. They're Jjust disadvantaged chil-
dren." Now, I had gotten the idea from my studies
while 1 was at the University of Michigan that
grew out of my book of which I was co-author,
Income and Welfare in the United States . . .
Well, frankly T think- and T say this with a11
humi]ity here == I think that was the thing that
everybody was looking for to try to come to some
kind of solution to this problem gpat had vexed
people for about twenty-five years. ~

Eidenberg and Morey, as students of congressional behavior
and as former congressional staff members, give primary
credit to Wayne Morse and his senior subcommittee staffer,

801panscript, Keppel Oral History Interview, 21 April
1969, 8, LBJ Library. ) '

4lTranscript, Wilbur Cohen Oral History Interview, 10
May 1969, Tape #4, 14-15, LBJ Library. ‘




;

/
Charles Lee.42 And Char1;§ Lee recalled that Morse's formula
approach owed much to Senator Taft's original initiatives on
behalf of federal aid back in 1949, and this was a shrewd
source of appeal to Senate Republicans. But Lee concluded,
" most comvincingly of all, that the formula solutfon had
muitiple authors, and such was§the oniy heaithy source of
Tegi§13tive policy formulation in a democracy.

The passage of ESEA into law in the spring of 1965 has
been ably described by Eidenberg and Morey and others, and it
needs no repeating heré.43 "In an astonishing piece of
political artistry", observed Eric Goldman, “the Congress had
passed a biliion=dollar law, deep1y affecting a fundamental
jnstitution of the nation, ﬁn a breath-taking eighty-seven
.days. The House had appro}ed it with no amendments that
mattered; the Senate had voted it through Titerally without a
comma changed."4f ESEA passed the House on March 26 by a
roll-call vote of 263-153, and on April 9 the Senate approved

.43Char1es Lee, 1interview with the author, 30 June
1981. Lee recalled that Cohen objected to Morse's original
and rather complicated, multiple-variable formula for
identifying poor children, in part because HEW would be
forced to depend on the Department of Labor for the data.
HEW and Labor were constantly embroiled in turf disputes
during the 1960s, partly because of an inherent overlap of
. jurisdiction concerning education and manpower training, and
partly because Labor Secretary Willard Wirtz was the most
notoriousiy turf-minded bureaucrat in the Cabinet.

43pct of Gongress, 96-168; Ba% and Mosher, ESEA, 37-

71; Jeffrey, Education, 59-95.

4cric . Goldman, The Tradgedy of Lyndon Johnson (New
York: Kpopf, 1969), 307. In a reversal of his Medicare
strategy, which was solicitous of Wilbur Mills and flexible
toward House bargaining, Johnson was determined to ram ESEA
through Congress with force-draft speed.
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the House bi11 by a huge 73-18 majority. The only near hitch
~in the strategy of avoiding a conference committee (and
therefore any related compiications with Judge Smith's House
Rules graveyard) involved an amenﬁment insisted upon by
Senator Robert Kennedy. Again, Keppel recalls 1in his
characteristic vernacular:

'd

What happened was that that bill [ESEA],

with. some amendments -- we managed to tack on a
couple of Republican amendments just to make it
smell good -- went through the House with a good

solid vote on the floor. We had ridden the roller
over Edith Green, who was having another one of
her changes of 1ife which seemed to go on forever,

- and got it through the House; and then it went by

- the Senate with Bobby Kennedy, and he said, "Look,
1 want to change this bill because it doesn t have
any way of measuring those damned educators 1like
you, Frank, and we really ought to have some
evaluation in there, and some measurement as to
whether any good is happening.”

‘Wilbur Cohen and 1 were sitting there.
Cohen said to me: "You want it?"
)

. And 1 said, "Your're damned right I want it,
but I haven't got the nerve to do it on the
executive side, because all the educators will
scream bloody-murder if anybody measures them.
But if the Congress wants to put it on, that's my
idea ?F how to deai with them."

JSO*Kennedy grinned. And Cohen turned to him
and said, "Senator, do you want this as a Kennedy
amendment put on in the Senate so you get a Lsic)
publicity, or do you want this bill amended,
because if s0, we '11 get it amended in the House
and all you'll do is pat its fanny as it goes by
in the Senate.”

“0Oh," said Kennedy, "I don't want a
Kennedy amendment. 1 want the damned thing
amended. "
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So we tock his amendment down to the House,
got a friend [Congressman John Brademas] to put it
inside the committee in the House and the House
voted it and it went by. Bobby patted its fanny
enthusiastically and off it went.?

Off it went to Stonewall, Texas, where, at Cater's sugges-
tion, President Johnson signed it on Sunday, April 11,

AN

45Transcript, Keppel Oral History Interview, 21 April
1969,4,9-10, LBJ Library. Frustrating White House problems
with Both chairman Powell and sub-committee chairman Green
are nidely suggested by.0'Brien’s ten-page memo of March 8
reportifg to Johnson on the crucial House hearings. 0'Brien
praised Johnson's shrewd choice of Phil Landrum of Georgia to
ramrod 3Xhe - bill, applauded the steady 1loyalty of Carl
Perkins, "reported on his successful browbeating of Powell
into line by threatening to take the Education and Labor
Committee away from him, and reporting on the continuing
“industry" (i.e.,  sabotage) of Mrs. Green as follows,
verbatim from O'Brien's Memo: { ‘

(1) She argued passionately on Monday in caucus and
Tuesday in ccmmittee for a  delay of several weeks in

. reporting out the Education bill; (2) She negotiated with

the Republicans to work out a substitute proposai. " (3) She
began agitations to stir up the religious issue which culmi-
nated Friday in her calling Protestant 1leaders into her
office to tell them this bill will put Catholic priests in
the public schooils.

Jack Valenti reported to the President on March 24 that
0'Brien was "fighting against Mrs. Green and judicial
review," and that "Mrs. Green is trying to pick off the
Jewish vote." On March 30, Cater reported to the President
that "Adam Clayton Powell is burning mad over Edith Green's
behavior on the Education Bill. He has threatened three
reprisals: (1) Remove vocational rehabiiitation from her
Subcommittee jurisdiction. (2) Fire her sister from the
Committee staff. (3) Entrust John Brademas with the spon--
sorship of the Higher Education Bil1." President Johnson
wrote in reply: "0.K. A1l 3." The March memoes are con-
tained in EX LE/FA 2, Box 38, LBJ Library. See also Eiden-
berg and Morey, Act of Congress, 96-172. '
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outside the former one-room Schoolhouse where he began his
~own schooling, with his first teacher at his side, Katherine
—vzmeadrﬂch Loney.. The ESEA was now law. In reality it was an
elementary, not a secondary education law.. Its passage was .
widely celebrated (even by the Congressional Quarterly
Aimanac) as a historic b?eakthrough for general aid, but
every penny was categorical. The enormous implications of
this were to become clear only graduaily, and Senator
Kennedy's amendment mandating evaluation would play a

considerable role in these revelations. 5

The Higher Education Act of 1965

As Jose Chavez has demonstrated in his able dissertation
on the evolution of the HEA,36 it shared with ESEA the
generally tight executive control over the process of policy
formulation, but it fundamentaily differed in being wider
open, in both the formulation and espéciaily in the Congres-
sional enactment phése, to a much broader array of.external
groups wishing to influence policy direction. In this sense
it represented a far more normal process of legisiative
policy fqrmu?ation than did the drive for ESEA. And this is
partly because the administratipn“s highest stakes rode with
,»—"'"_-—“ " the ESEA breakthrough; higher education bills had passed

q

- , 46Chave29 “presidential Influence on the Politics of
Higher Education: The Higher Education Act of 1965 (unpub-
N ~ lished PhD. dissertation, University of Texas at Austin,
1975). Chavez was able to explore the newly opened LBJ
Library, and his Appendix B contains a transcript of his
interviews with Cater, Keppel, Peter Muirhead, and Samuel
Halperin in 1974. See also Lawrence W. Pettit, “The Policy
Process in Congress: Passing the Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963," {unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Wisconsin, 1965).
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before, and the Democrats' chief source of frustration - the
inability since the Truman administration to pass a federal
scholarship bill -- had been blocked by House Republicans
'whos& ranks had been decimated by the Goldwater campaign.

. The HEA's major titles (the first four of eight) reflect
the composit character of its constituency base. Title I
concerned the urban Tand-grant extension notion, which Presi-
dent Johnson had raised in his Irvine speech (which in turn
was written by Cater, partly in response to initiatives by
the American Council on Education, or ACE in Washington's
acronymic jargon, which was the umbrella 1lobby for all of
higher education). The ACE was worried that tﬁe/land grant
extension model inherently focused on the rural and.sma11=
town land grant campuses of the 19th century's two Morrill
Acts, and hence connected poorly to the 1960s' need for urban
universities to. help so]Ve urban problems that were drama-

tized by waves of rioting. The urban land-grant extension -

idea was not new, having been kicking around OE and One
Dupont Circle for many yeaﬁ%, and it had found partial poli-
tical expression in several Senate-passed bills. The ACE,
which enjoyed close clientele tibs with the OFfice of Educa-
tion, feared the exclusion from the new urban-extension
programs of public urban non-land grant universities and
major private urﬁan universities -=- espec%a11y the latter,
many of which were located neck-deep in the 1960s' urban
turmoil, such as Columbia and ’Chicago and Pittsburgh and
Penn.  So ACE lobbigd successfully for federal grants not
automatically to land grant universities (e.g., North Dakota
State in Fargo) exclusively, but for grants to state commis-
sions with USOE-Commissioner-approved plans that could in-

clude the urban public and also private universities. "This
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sensible compromise pleased most combattants, and representgd
ACE Tobbying at its best (at its worst, the public-versus-
private, large-versus-small conflicts often internally
neutralized the ACE). So Title I went through the markup
with rough consensus, but also with modest funding, since
nobody really knew what urban land grart extension meant.

‘Titie 11 involved money for upgrading college and - re-
search university libraries. Here aga%n the. constituency-
lTobby tie with OF was close and effective. The American
Library Association and the Association of Research Libraries
intensely 1obbied OE as well as the usual Congressional
* subcommittees, and Keppel in turn pressed these claims
successfully into the Gardner task force report. So the
Tibraries were authorized $50 million annually in fiscal
1966-68 to upgrade their holdings and procedures. It was a
modest amount, but produced considerab1e,constituent happi-
ness -- and a camel”s 'nose in the tent. -

Title 111 was the black college aid section. It enjoyed
the powerful sprorjt of both Keppel, who had a blue-blood
Yankee's br0per‘ disdéiﬁ for southern whites, and also the
‘formidable support of Edith Green. .In 1965, who could be
againsf struggling black colleges? The Gaqdner Report's
endorsement reflected the particular pressure’ of Keppel and
Zacharias, but also the generalized white liberal guiftvof
the entire task force. Title IIl's authorization for fiscal
1966 was a modest $55 million. Public Jim Crow colleges for
blacks had clearly been financially starved for a century.
But Title IhI's subsequent history has been troubled by three
basic anomalies: (1) in a program conceived to aid weak
black colleges, most of the nation's marginal colleges, like
most of the nation's poor, turned out to be white; (2) in an
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era devoted to racial .desegregation, Title III tended to
reinforce the segregated racial identity of black colleges;
and (3). Title III -in operation produced horror stories of
mismanagement and corruption. But all this must be discussed
later.

Title IV brought out the main fight, which was over

student financial assistance. The White House files bearing
on the HEA generally reflect a wonitoring and nurturing
operation with Congress in control. 0'Brien’'s status-

reporting memoes to the, President generally reflect

cooperation from the - House leadership, . but extreme
frustration with the idiosyncracies of the not very Reverend
Adam Clayton Powell, who could bé’very effective when he was
- in command, but who too often preferred to dash off to the
Bahamas and drink milk-and-scotch and chase skirts.%’
Cater's reports to the President tended to reflect partisan
problems with Republican attempts to torpedo scho]arships in
favor of tuition tax credits.?3 But HEA ultimately emerged
as an artifact of tongfessiona? compromise, and Title IV's
four-part package of student financial assisténce'represents
“this process in almost classic form. First, the Democrats
finally got their scholarships through the antipoverty
appeal: $70 .million annually in  fiscal 1966-68 for
Educational 0pportun1ty Grants to coileges and universities
(not d1rect1y t8 the students -- this was to be a major
battle of the Nixon years that the schools and the ACE would

47Memo 0'Brien to the Pres1dent 6 August 1965, EX
LE/FA 2; NHCF LBJ Library.

%uemo, Cater to the President, 25 August 1965, EX LE/FA
2, WHCF, LBJ Library..
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lose apd the students and market choice would win) for
scholarships for full-time students "of exceptiona] financial
need." Pressed by the ACE, the Office of Education -- with
'KeppeT, Cohen, and Halperin working smoothly, as usual, with
Cater in the White House and with congressional allies --
“Jobbied hard and finally triumphed. '
But in order to forestall tuition tax credits, which the
Treasury eﬁ%@ciaTTy opposed as both rearessive and enormously
~expensive, Title 1V oFfered‘a‘guarantéed student loan program
for the middle class, with the principal coming frdh commer-
- c¢ial lending institutions, and the dinterest subsidized
initially at a low 3%, with no needs test, and the 1oan'
repayable in ten years. The Tow interest promﬁted an attack
by the American Bankers' Association, and\the threat of
‘competition drew the fire of the United Student Aid Fund, but
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury Stanley Surrey,and;Cater
_arranged a complicated compromise witH‘the ABA and' the USAF
that, in the post-New Deal tradition of brokerage politics,
satisfied them and isolated the outnumbered Republicans, so
the bi1l went saiiing throdgh (streamrolling over Edith Green
as Keppel Jiked to chortle). Title IV's other two sections
transferred OEO's college work-study program to OE, and
extended the .NDEA T1oan program (which was distinguishable
from the new guaranteed student loan program in that NDEA
loans required a needs test, the principal was a 1ine item in
the federal budget, and "forgiveness" incentives were includ-
ed to attract graduates to areas of national manpower need).
Finally, Title V established the National Teacher Corps,
but it was a shaky beginning. This represented no presiden-
tial initiative, no task force reéecommendation. Instead, .
TeaCher Corps was pushed by liberal Senators Edward Kennedy
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D. Mass) and Gaylord Nelson (D. Wisc.), who é%iached it to

‘| the\ HEA bill in February when they failed to get it inciuded '
in the ESEA bill. President Johnson signed on late, telling '
the NEA convention at Madiéon Square Giarden on July 2 that he

~ intended to pfopoée> a -National Teacher Corps, and asking
Congress for it on July 17. Johnson fought hard for federal
s¢holarships and leans, for only a timely loan had al1owed
him stay in Southwest Texas State in the Tate 1920s. But the
Teacher Corps was a Kennedy proposal, like John Kennedy s«/
Peace Corps, and Johnson would not touch it until he knew
that his congressibna1v majorities were unstoppable.” The

Teacher Corps was indeed ‘a 90tentia1 albatross, because it ,

symbolized the federa] presence in the classroom that conser-
vatives and Republicans so deeply feared. But 1965 was not
the conservatibes' hour. So on August 6, the House passed HR
9567 by a roll- call vote of 368-22, and on September 2 the
Senate passed HR 9567 with minor amendments by a thundering
roll-call vote . of 79L3 (only three conservative sodthern“
Democrats voted aga1nst it) and sent it to conference. On
October 20 the House and Senate adopted the conference report
and sent it to Ehe White House. And on November 8 President’
. Johnson %igned the HEA at Southwest Texas‘Co11ege in San
Marcos, where he had graduated in 1930. _ :
This, then, ‘Was the - "Education Congress," vot1ng\
appropriations in 1965 for the Office of Education alone (for.
fiscal 1966% of $3,032,585,000. But this comp‘hcated and
re]at1ve1y massive - pew a1d program would have to be
'impTenented by an agency% OE, that the Gardnqr task force had
found flatly - 1ncapab1e of measuring up to the new program-
matic K demands. The fundamental reorgan1zat1on in structure
and personnel that would be required to transform a primarily

4 v
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and historically report-writing and statiéticsfgathering
office into a program-‘managing agency would be wrenching.
And given the President's fascination with the task force
device, it not surprisingly would involve more task forcing.



CHAPTER FOUR

REORGANIZING THE GOVERNMENT

-

The Legacy of Brmm'l ow and Hoover

The pas¥%age of ESEA was a 1e&t1mate triumph, but its
implementation was destined to highlight the historic
tensions within the executive branch over relationship
between the 1line agencies and their programs. This was
primarily because HYSOE,° which had been for a decade a frail
reed in a massive %
was now s*imu‘ltanec_;usw authorized to gain massive funds and
yet was universally %eéarded as incapabie of administering
them unless some drastic transformatioh occurred. During the
middle 1960s, when .the Great Society breakthroughs became

- possible, that historic tension was briefly submerged by the

euphoria of victory. But it remamed a bedrock source of
disagreement. The 11terature.of public administration is

characteristically rather dry fare,.but it contains within it
the rational planner's inner scream that the nation's federal -

structure and poh’tica‘i history had produced such tenaciously
built- 1n administrative mghtmares How irrational it was

“that the earth s most powerful economy shouid governmentally.

171 ‘ / 151

partment dominated by hea‘lth and we]fare,\

(.

7

s A b 42+ LAY . s et



organizeditseif not by major funotion -- @.g., with depart- _
ments of human resources, natural vresources, wilitary - i
resources, etc. -- but instead by. politcal fiefdom and
constituency ' turf, as with departments of Commerce,
Agriculture, and Labor, who together represented the eéonomic .
1ifebiood of the‘nation, yet who poiitically either made war ’ . _ ' &
upon one another or who serviced their powerful constitutents
with a single-minded political devotion that yielded Tittle
to any»comprehenéive view of a shared economic fate. As a
result, the Cabinet as a coliective gntity was virtually
. useless. , ' '
.j' . A1 modern presidents had initially tried to engage the
' Cab1net as a council in the broad governing enterprise, and
had quickly g1ven up in despair (though th1s is 1ess true ok"
Eisenhower.than of his successors). Kennedy and Johnson were
.exemplars of this rule, and the archivés bylge with evidence
of rather pathetic and dooméd attempts to find some common o
purpose and practical utility for ‘the Cabinet. Bi11 Moyers ' ¢
toid Time-Life's Hugh Sidey in 1969 that he believed that the
Cé%1net as a collective po11cy- kin 1nst1tut1on was
archa1c, too formalized, and virtually us 1ess to the modern
presidency: ' ¥ i 4
There's nothing in the Constitution that
establishes.- a Cabinet. The Cabinet was an
effort by early Presidents to assemble around
them men who coulid help them run the government.
. Their functions were institutionalized to the
- extent that future Presidents became ensnared in
' that formal, institutionalized process. But I

- think that it does not make sense to have a
system, - or tradition, to which you feel
obligated to conform. If a Secretary feels » _
excluded from a Cabinet meeting his feelings are . S
ruffled and his pride is damaged. And so you L
have him there. Very often, as a ‘consequence, i ’




«

nothing happens at Cab1net heetins of any
significance. They become charades.

Moyers, not surprisingly, preferred a muscular White House
staff of special assistants and Eggii; staffs, and his
replacement,” Joseph té?ifano, vigorously sought to {mpiement
this alternative modei. But that transition 1s the focus for

" the next chapter. Here we must begin with the onganizat1ona1‘
. grappling toward a modern executive under Frankiin Roosevelt.

Despite the legacy of Watergate and the reaction against
the Imperial Presidency, the history of the modern domestic
presidency has heen more typically characterwzed by institu-

tional weakness, especially in contrast to chief executives

in parliamentary systems. . Frank1in Roosevelt sauandered a
precious bppqrtunf?y, which he inherited from Herbert Hoover,

. to strengthen his office subsgghtiaTTy during the emergency

crisis of 1933-1936. But he was too busy, and he had so
Tittle help, and he couid not decide what he wanted to do
until 1t was too late. Then 1in 1936, when his early
authority to rednganize the government had expired, Roosevelt
appointed the President's Committee on Administrative Manage-

=ment, headed by Louis Browniow, 'end including Charles E.
Merriam and Luther Gulick. Early in 1537 the committee:
boldly called for consoiidating all 97 sprawliing and uncoor- '

dinated government agencies under twelve cabinet departments,
the addition of six administrative assistants to the
Presidency; and a "clearinghouse" planning agency. Rut
Roosevelt's reorganization request to Congréss coincided with
his ham-handed attempt to pack the Supreme Court, and

1gi13 Moyers, quoted in Hugh Sidey, '“The White House
Staff vs. the Cabinet: Hugh Sidey Interviews 8111 Moyers,"
The wash1ngton Month]y (February 1969),
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instinctive congressiona?a resistance to strengthening the
‘executive was = reinforced by conservative howls of
dictatorship. So in the end Roosevelt got only his six aides
“with a passion for anonymity;“ and an Executive Office of
the President (the Bureau of the Budget had been created in
1921 but had ,beeh focated in the ‘Treasury)u Agency
consolidation went nowH@reﬁ to the great pleasure of the
Congress and the great relief of a refractory civil service. »
Over the iﬁtervening yéa}s, there was some modest,
occasional accretion of presidential power, but it was more
notably effective in strenghténing the national security
apparatus in a Cold War ciimate, where the President was
manifestly Commander-in-Chief, _ than in shoring up
presidential control over the domestic agencies, .where
congressional comqgttees Jealously safegua%ded their
inherited jurisdictions. Thus the Congress in 1946 gave the
President his three-economist Council of Economic Advisors,
but thordugh]y deFangedlthe celebrated Employment Act of 1946
(Congress even dropped the word “full" from the title, and
smashed the threatening proposal for a ‘comprehensive planning
device, the Nationa] Production and Employment Budget) But
the following year the President got his National Secur1ty
Council. Located in the Wh1te House, it--was to make the
State Department down in Fogay Bottom forever miserab]e. .
Then came the two Hoover comm1ssions of 1947-1949 and
1953-1955, both of which stemmed from congressional concern
that.the war-swollen executive branch was too big, too
“wastefuf, and too iné?ficient"(the»charge'had a familiar,
conservative Republican ring, but it also had some truth to
it, as even Truman conceded). Following Truman's surprise
victory in .1948, Commission Chairman Herbert Hoover made a

t
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statesmaniike decision ﬂOt to try to use the commission to
Fepeéq the hated New Deal, but instead to concentrate bn
promoting govermment efficiency. The result in 1949 was a

two-miliion word report containing 174 recommeded reﬁdé%s
generated by 23 task forces. The first Hoovgm report recog-
nized the primacy of functional rather than const1tuency-

- based group1n99 but then shrank from grasping the nettie. It_

did see a need for one new department -- something comb1n1ng
welfare and social secur1ty and education -- and suggested
Some marg1na1 conso]idat1ons and transfers 1involving
transportation.  But twelve politically powerful and
independent ageﬁties, such as the AEC, TVA, and the Veteran's
Administration, were left outside departmental boundaries.?
Otis Graham .has observed that the Jitmus test for any
rational reorgarization of the federal governmesft is whether
the Army Corps of Engineers has its pork-barrel civil works
functions, which have virtually nothing to do with the Army,
refocated so the President could coordinate them with similar
activities involving domestic waterways and soil erosion and
the 11ke.3 The first Hoover report actuaT]y toyed with the
radical idea that the Corps' dam-building might have some
more “ rational purpose in Interior; but then backed away.
Graham concluded that the Hoover commission members™ "found

0774
o

2Charles Aikin and Louis Koenig, "The Hoover Commission; -
a Symposium,” American Politcal Science Review, 43 (October {
1949), 933- 40.

3see Otis Graham, Jr., Toward a Planned Society: From
Roosevelt to .Nixon, (New York: Oxford Unijversity Press,

1976). The author 7s heavily indebted in this section to his

" brother's analysis of the difference between 97ann1ng and

P]anning, and the formidable obstacles to achieving either.

1757
. n . %5




the- situation desperate, but not serious.” So nothing
fundamental was ¢hanged, although some wuseful marginal,
reforms were fmplemented.

The .second Hoover commission of 1953-1955 was less
cautious. This time around the Republicans controlled both
the White House and the Congress, at Tleast when the
commissions' deliberations began. But by 1955, when the 3.3
million word report was fssued, with its 314 recommendations
aconpani@d by partisan horror stories of a "sprawling and
voracious bureaucracy, ‘of monumental waste, excesses and
"extravagances, of red tape, confusién, -and disheartening

~ frustrations, of Voosé managemenf regulatory irresponsibili-

' ties, and co1ossa1 largess to special segments of the

pubhc,"4 it was too late again. Hoover seemed always to be

cheated by the capr1cious timing of history. The Democrats

had'recaptpred Congress, and President Eisenhower had lost
interest in epic battles over government reorganization or °

repealing the New Deal.. He settled for the creation of the

ﬁew Department of Hga]th,-Education, and Welfare in 1?53,

which was fashioned around FDR's o1d Federal Security Agehgy

of 1939, which .in turn had housed, in somewhat fl1logical

catch-bag fashion, Ehe Public Health Service, the Social

Security Board, and that poor, Tatch-key child, the Office of

Education, which had been desperate to bail out of hostile

o Interior.2 And thét,‘ essentially, was the Tegacy of

~
£

4Neﬂ MacNeil and Harold W. Metz, .The Hoover Report, y
/ 1953-55 (New York: MacMi]]an, 1956) 299. - .

" : SEisenhower appointed three secretaries of HEW: Ovéta
. Culp Hobby (1953-1955), Marion B. Folsom (1955-1958)," and
Arthur S. Flemming (1958-1961). '
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bureaucratic inertia and partial reform that Lyndon Johnson

would 1nher}2//m‘
-1/

J
The Priceifask Force/oh

nment Reorganization

One of the 3g1na1 task or s set up by Bill Moyers in
the 'summer O 1964 was the Leg1 lative Task Force on Govern-
ment Reorgani t1on, chaired by /Degn Don K. Price of the
Harvard Graduaxe\ééhoo‘i of Publif Adgfinistration. Price, who
had chaired a task force for th
was Jjoined by five other academics with expertise in
govéﬁhment and public administration, including Stepheh K.
Bailey of the Maxwell School at Syracuse, and Richard E.
Neustadt of Columbia.. Five federal officials participated on
the task force, including Haroﬂd Seidman as White House

gdecond Hoover commission,

liaison and Herbert N. Jasper as executive secretary -- both .
of the latter were from the Bureau of the Budget.( Finally,
the private sector was represented by Sydney Stein, Jr. of
the investment firm of Stein, Roe, and Farnham.®

The Price task force explored the troubled redim of
federal education bo]icy in a major working paper prepared by
the Budget Bureau staff. This jdentified such problems as
the familiar program inconsistencies, dupliication and
inefficient spegwl ‘and lack of coordination, and a program
imbatance that loaded federal support toward the sciences and
starved the humanities. The Secretary of HEW had responsi-

bility for the d1rect1on of the Office of Educat1on, but

e

6The other pfofeséors were Rowland A. Egger of Prince-

_ ton, Ferrel Heady of Michigan, and Robert W. Tafts of Ober-

1in. The other federal officials were Solis Horwitz from
Defense, James M. Frey from State, and Eugene P. Foley from
the Small Business Administration.
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curiously had no real line control overl7its functions. As
for the benighted OE itself:

There is widespread dissatisfaction both in and
out of Government concerning the functioning of
the Office of Education. In addition to opera-
tional shortcomings, it 1is alleged that the
Office suffers from an almost comp1ete Tack of
creativity and innovative capacity in planning
for American education in the 60's. Historical-
1y, the Office has been loath to assume major
policy-formulating responsibilities, and has
been generally viewed as the willing captive of
school_ administrators and education associa-
tions.’ ' ! o
3 -4 .

Ultimately the Price task ‘force, Tike the Brownlow

cbmmittee but uniike the two Hoover'commissions, recommended
a thoroughgoing reorganization of. the executive branch

according to'-function rather than constituency. It would’

create five new departments.’ First priority was a Department
of Transportation. ‘Second was a PSpartment of Education.
Since "research and education are 1likely to be the key to new
policy developments and new domestic policy opportunities,"

_the new education department should include the Office of

Education, the newly proposed humanifies foundatioh, the

o NatibnaT Science Foundation, the education and basic'research'

programs of the National Institutes of Health, and such
misce11any. as the National Bureau -of Standards, the

Smithsonian Institution (inc]uding the John F. Kennedy Cenggr‘

for the Performing Arts), the National Council of the Arts,

~

three new deparffijyf‘wOUTd,be a Department of Housing, and

7“Organrza jon of Federal Education Activities," 2
October 1964, ox 409, OMB Records B{%151on, National
Archives. ™
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~ plus Gallaudet Coliege'and Howard University. The remaining
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Communi ty Deveﬁopment; a Department of Economic Development
. (including noﬁ=transgfrtatiun e?emeﬁts of Commerce, the OEO
-- which as a program-running operation the Price task force
wanted to eject from the policy-planning and program-
monitoring Executive Office of the Presidency--the Small
Business Administration, and maybe Labor); and fjna11y a
D@partmeht of Natural Resources (essentially a merger of
Agriculture and Interior).8 |
The lean, 21-page Price report (excludijnd appendices)
was a bold stroke. It consistently spoke from {a comprehen-
sive presideq;ia? perspective, saying of the President that
"He alone is the General Manager,” and rejecting the creation
‘of some sort of administratjve supermanager under the
President. But its proposed reorganization was political
dynamite, since it would radically scramble the traditional
network of congressional subcommittee-executive agency
symbiosis, and thereby threaten to deflect the news
administration’s mandate and energy away from Great Society
legistation and into jurisdictional squabb1es. And unlike
the Brown]g!//gnd Hoover reports, the Price report was
secret:\ﬁf;hdon Johnson wanted to build the Great Society,
not strangle it in a major reorganization dogfight with a
Congress whose jggtes he needed and whose terri%oriai
instincts he knew so.we11.’ In their administrative history
of the Johnson administration, Emmette S. Redford and Marlan

part of the Johnson strategy. When the [Price] task force
met with him after submission of the study, he said nothing

[N

‘ BReporf; Task Force on Government Reorganizétion, 6
‘November 1964, Box 1, Task Forces Fjie, LBJ Library.
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about the report and for most of the evening talked about the
- Vietnam War."9 Redford and Blissett reasonably conclude of
. the Price report's call -for radical functiénaT reorganization
that "for Johnson at this point it would have made no sense
whatever.” ~Johnson instead would take his reorganizations on

one at a time, after first building a policy consensus. He

would create the Department of Housing and Urban Development

(HUD) 1n 1965 and the Department of Transportation (DOT) in
1966, thereby partially vindicating the Price recommenda-
tions, and thereby also avoiding the bureaucratic carnage
that would inevitably flow from an attempt to dismember and
merge such historic, congressionally comfortable, and
constituency-captured. agencies as Agriculture, Commerce,
Interior, and Labor. ® .

But in January of 1965 the Budget Bureau had been asked.

by Senator Hi11l to comment on S.100, a perennial bill to
establish a Department of Education by combining all

_educational programs scattered throughout 40 or more federal

agencies. The Bureau's formal response was a carefully
hedged conclusion that "consideration of S.100 at this time
wéuld be premature,” and that the first priority should be to
"explore Egorough1y other possible approaches and to resolve
the complex and difficult organizational issues resulting
from the close interrelationship of education with training,
defense, science, héalth and other major purposes of

——

90rganizing ‘the Executive Branch: \\ﬁ?mk; Johnson

Government."10  But the reau's .interna) ~dialogue in

Presidency (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19817, 189.

Y
10 etter, Director to Mr. Chairman, 5 April 1965, Box
409, OMB Records Division, National Archives.




responding to the Senate is most revealing of the Bureau's A
{ view of the reorganization question in relation to educa- )

tional programs.ll First, there was the basic dichotomy ’ )

be tween institutional and instrumental programs in

education. Institutionaufprograms were . oo
o _ . . . designed primarily to strengthén schools
and colleges as such: i.e., as institutions
whose overall quality and service to society is
a matter of national concern. Nearly all the
programs of the Office -of Education fall into
this category. The personnel training and
education aspects of the National Science
Foundation, the preschool program of the Office -
of Economic Opportunity, the programs directly %
aimed at medical education 1in the National ’
Institutes of Health, and the College Housing .
program in the Department of Urban Affairs could
be put .in the same category. The Community
Action Programs of the Office of. Economic
Opportunity, VISTA, and parts of dts Youth
Corps, are more doubtful but could be so cate-
gorized. - The total in this category for FY 1966
is approximately $4 billion. .

The second federal educational category 1nvo1ved programs in

I which schools and ceolleges were used by federal agencies "as
necessary instruments ‘to carry out 'their particular
P ‘missions." | Virtually all federal agencies sponsored such
programs -- e.dg., the vast network of military service
schools, the educational programs for agriculture, forestry,
mine safety, drug abuse, highway safety, nutrition, down to

B *vw*@gtngmguggeéwae%#mﬁﬁﬁg”tcﬁooT for the Marine Corps at Pickle 7~
o j&adows, California. The list seemed\end1ess} and the Bureau
estimated the FY 1966 budget for such programs at over $4.5

+ -

' - Hlvpeorganization. “of- the Goverrment's - Educational - <
Activities," n.d., Box 409, OMB Records Division, National
Archives. * 9
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biliion. Should the Marines' Pickle Meadows be turned over
to the Office of Education, in the interest of functionalist-
Togic?  If so, was it politically feasible? The Budget
Bureau didn't actually ask. about.Pickle Meadows, but both
questions were implicit at the margin, and both (especially
the Tatter) answered themselves with a thunder1n9mnegat1ve

Th\\éﬁreau staff added an additional and 1ntr1gu1ng§p1ura11st
~.argument against a massive functionalist reorganization in -
federal education:

’ A basic goal of Federal activities in-education
is to strengthen schools and colleges and
universities so that they have the internal
strength to preserve their own freedoms. In the .
judgment of the institution, preservation of
this freedom may mean refusal to take part in a
particular program of a particular Government
agency. To put all programs under one head,
both "institutional™ and "instrumental," m1ght ‘
lead to some hesitation to take such action in.
fear of reprisal. Higher education may complain
now about the plethora of governmental interests
and programs, and the attendant confusion. But’
it is a reasonab]eémugss that it is 1learning
fast that there-.is advantage to u1ay1ng of f one
agency against the other. /

. , W

"~ The complaints of undue Federal coftrol under
centralized management could be expected to°
increase rapidly. ‘It has been pointed out that
institutional freedom .1ies 1in part in the
interstices between Government agencies. .

So fora sound combination of political, practical, and
theoretical~reasons,  the Johnson adm1n1strat1on was not
prepdred to pysh for a Department of Educat1on. )
Q. ~~
The Problem of the Officeﬁgf Educétﬁon//
But if there was to be no new Department of Education,
or superdepartment of -human resources or whatever, then what




was to be done about- the sorry state of affairs at OF. which
" was about to inherit a massive new braee of programs, and
.which was generally regarded as so thoroughiy captured by its .
clientele groups that innovation was impossible? To the Bur- : R
eau of the Budget the prospects looked grim. The Bureau's ‘ 4 '
Science and Education Branch reviewed HEN's preliminary pro- "
'posaTS for new education Tegisiation in September of 1964
and reported to Hirst Sutton with dismay that although HEW
officials had earlier discussed some provocative ideas (e.g.,

tuition-free junior colleges, formula grants for public <1” * f N
schools for shared-time ‘programs with private school stu- |
dents), what HEW was forma11y“asking for was essentially the
tired and rejected remnant s of <he Kennedy omnibus bill,
centerina on-aid for teacher's salaries and school construc-
tion.12 When the Gardner task force report broke new ground
in November, its alternate execut1ve secretary (to William
Cannon), Emerson J. Elliott, reported for the Budget Bureau's
Labor and Welfare Division that “'we view the Task Force®
recommendations as inadequate to the magnitude of the
prob?ems w13 ' 4
* When in early December of 1964, Ot sent up to the Budget 4 - /
Bureau, its package of legislative proposals in response to
the Gardner report, William Cannon expressed his general
disgust in a Bureau staff memorandum: "There seems to be a
serious possibility that the Office of Education's legis-

——
a -
sy
e

12Memo Science and Education Branch to Hirst’ Sutton, 23
September b964 Box 412, OMB Records Division, National.
Archives

13Memo, Emerson “Jo EV1iott to Howard W. Stone, 1

December 1964, Box 412, OMB Records Division, National
Archives. ' . ~
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lative program will end up as an unsorted grab bag of {tems
with priority given to the most ineffective, second.@rder,'oa~
.triv1a1.“14 0E's first five priorities were'ﬁmpacted aid,
free textbooks, aid to state departments of education, unj-
versity extension, and siudent loans -- “Everyth%ng else is a
distant second -- the suppiementary eddcation~centefs; the
national educational Taboratories; the col}ege dei§1opment
programs, etc. -- and are probably thought of as a cover, to
be peeled off, as the program moves through the Executive

. Branch and Congress.”" Cannon complained that the OE approach

and “no substantive, connection among the OF items, no
rationale, no theory about education.”

In Fact, they probably were not selected with

any regard toward the substantive problems of

education. Their real connection is that most

of them have the support of powerful groups; the

NEA, the State School Superintendents, the Land

Grant Colleges, and the American GCouncil on

Education =- the silent partnérs in the adminis- -
tration of the Office of Education. i .

Cannon regarded the impacted areas approach as only."a vehi-
cle and strategem for obtaining genera1 aid, particu]ar1y for
teachers' 'saTaries ;" and as such it "suffers from the smell
of deception, blackmail, and cynicism," and would represent
“the first move to exploit the poor for purposes that have
very little to do with them." Furthermore, the OE proposal
to provide "free.textbooks for all schoals is a straight-
forward attempt to buy parochial school aid for the impacted
areas program.: Aid-to state departments of education was "a
long-range and questionable program-in its best 1ight, and a

14Memo, Cannon to Staff 9 December 1964, Box 412 OMB
Records Division, National Archfves. _ ?
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bureaucracies.”

4

- <

'patronage’ program for OE at its worst." Cannon concluded

.gloomily that “the existing situation seems pretty hope-

Tess. The Office of Education has again confirmed the long-
standing, wide-spread view that it is an incempetent ‘stodgy
agency with' no program except that furnished by outside

Yet when the Price task force report came in, its recom-
mendation for a new DeE%Z%ment of Education, which would re-
ward this “"incompetent™ And "stodgy" and “hopeless” agency by °
elevation to Cabinet- status, did not square with the majority
preference of the Gardner task{forte,,which~w35 fB fo11oQ the
OEO model and place the new education programs ifi the Execu-
tive Office of the President rather ‘than in OE. Given this
dissonance, the Budget Bureau'hedged. The Labor and Welfare
Division reported to Harold Sgidman that they saw some merit

.in the Price Veport's recommendation that OE be joined to the

highly regarded NSF. But they sounded a note of warning:

- It is-our view that NSF programs could actually
be harmed if they were brought into the kind of
environment whiéﬁ now exists in HEW and the
Office of Education. N§F enjoys a higher
professional standing than the Office of

+ Education and it has- administrative and Pgogramf
flexibility to a degree not found in HEW.

The Office of Education, in fact, was something of a tarbaby:

The Office of Educatien .' . . 15cks vigor and;
stature, although we do not believe that this is
necessarily due to its location in HEW. For too

2
~

AN

15Memo, Labor and Welfare Division to Harold Seidman, 30
November. 1964, Box 409, OMB Records Division, National
Archives.  See also. Clifford Berg to Seidman, 3 December
1964, and Berg and Hazel Guffey to Seidman, 4 December 1964,
Box 409, OMB Records Division, National Archives.
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many years,” the Office of Education has not
exercised a 1eade#§hip role nor was it being
(rged to assume such a role. Too many senior
personnel of the Office have not been suited for
a role of leadership. Also, the Dffice of the
Segrétary of HEW has been hesitant about pushing
the Office of Education, or any.of its other
constituents for that matter, to assume roles
not sought by the censtituents. The Office of
the Secretary has almost " &otally failed to
assume a.leadership role itself, and it lacks
staff for program planning and deveYopment.and
for effective1y coordinating and managing the
Department's business. -

In March of 1965, in response to Keppel's calls urging

internal reorganization, Hirst Sutton wrote Elmer Sfaats -that.

since the White House wanted to handle only one new depart-
ment at a time, and in 1965 that new department was Housing
and'Urban Development, and since OE was "not well equipped to
administer effectively its many new responsibilities and that
it does not get strong support from the Secretary's off1ce in
solving ‘its adm1n1strat1ve _prob1ems, the best immediate

response" would seem to be the internal reorgahization, of

16 . .
OE. ;

Lest the Bureau's role vis-a-vis the Office of Education
be regarded as largely confined to hectoring the hapless
agency, it should be acknowledged that Budget Bureau
correspondence ' over OE during the 1960s coﬁstant1y urged
shoring up the hamﬁtrunq ‘agency, start1ng at the top.
Typical of these observations and recommendations are the
following: ’ ’

: -
16Memo, Sutton to Staats, 5 March 1965, Box 409, OMB
Records Divison, National Archives.

) ’ .
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o] Thé Commissioner of Education wWas too low in

rank. At level V he was outranked by ‘the
Assistant Secretary of Education (who. had no

line - authority) as well as by the heads of

such agencies as the National Science Founda-
tion (level III) and the chairmen of the Arts
Endowment and the Humanities Endowment (both

level III)..

Correspondingly,. the Commissioner was embar-
rassingly underpaid, making a Tlower sa1ary
than many local sdhooT syperintendents in. the
Washington metropiitan area.

OE was grossly understaffed at the supergradé
level, having about 1.5% of staff at super-
grade which was about one-fifth of the level
of NSF staffing.

OE staffing was rapidly falling beh1nd rapid

program and budget growth.  Between 1961 and

1966 there occurred a 500% increase in OE's
budget, a 150% increase in the number of OF
programs, but only a 90% increase in OF staff.

In 1961 OE grant dollars divided out to $537
thousand per employee. By 1966 that- fiqure

had grown three times -, to $1.7 million per ?-

emp]oyee

Programs .requiring individual project-by-
project approval climbed from $50 million in
1961 to $1.2 billion in 1966. This alone
amounted to $500,000 per employee. But beyond
this, about $2 billion in "pass the money out"
formula grant programs also had to be adminis-
tered.

Less than 9 percent of OE employees were

‘stationed in the field, yet 99 percent of OE

funds were spent in the f1e1d

Whenever OE would manage to achieve some mea-

sure of consolidation of function through in-
ternal reorganization, Congress would refrag-
ment the agency by authorizing new. programs
mandating separate organ1zat1ona1 structures.

187
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The Brownlow report had insisted that the President "needs
he?o#f/fThroughout the 1960s, -the Budget Bureal éﬁiped at ‘the

. ‘inappropriate "educationist" skew of .the OF staff in a new

age of program management. . But the Bureau also kept up a
steady drumfire for a modern managoméht structure équa1 to

&

the new demands.

So the Budget Bureau.in 1965 recommended that OE remain R

in HEw but that 1nterna1 reorganization and staff1ng up at
the senior level were bad]y needed immediately. The Budget '
Bureau's ocandid internal memoes frequently exempted the
energetic and uncaptured Commissioner Képpe] from their
comp]dints, because he was h%gh]y regarded for his po1itioa1
acumen and d1p10mat1c skill and indeed cham; unlike most of
his " predecessors, Commissioner %fﬁpe] had not “"married the
natives." But Secretary Celebrezze, whom the Budget Bureau

did not attack directly, was clearly regérded as a“caretpker'
waiting for a judgeship whose time had come, at least by the
summer of 1965 when the ESEA had sailed th¥ough Congress, and

, the Higher Education Act was pending. On-July 1 Cater wrote

the President that' "If and when you are considering a new
Secretary .of HEW, I suagest the following candidates. 1y
John Gar@ner <~ my top choice . . . the task force he hoadedk
produced the basic ‘ideas which emerged SO successfully in
your education program. w17 ‘President Johnson had persuaded'

‘Gardner to head the White “House Conference on Educatiom that
" was he1d‘ﬂune 20-21, and the following month Gardner was

persuaded to replace Ce]ebrezze as Secretary of HEW. But at
N \

) )

" | . )

7wemo, Cater to the President, 1 July 1965, Ex Le/Fa 2,
WHCF, LBJ Library. Cater's next four choices were Clark

. Kerr, Kermit Gordon, Carl E1liott, and Boisfeuillet Jones.

/
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the same time, Keppel's relationship with the President had

seriously deteriorated, and that story is intimaté1y Tinked
to the queg&ion of reorgani;ing the Officgyof Education.

_[ .
Keppel, Loomis, and the Ink Task Force
¥

. Since the winter of 1963 Commissioner Keppel, who had
concentrated his talents on“snegotiating the Tlegislative
program, and who was not regarded by himself or. by ®thers as

a gifted manager, had been consuiting with Kermit Gordon and -

John Macy in an attempt to recruit a high-powered manager to
replace his inherited career deputy of the old school, Wayne
Reed. In 1964 Keppel settled on trying to recruit Henry

Loomis, who was director of the Voice of America in USIA, and

who™ had earlier built a strong‘ managerial reputation in
senior appointments in Defense, the NSC, the Office of
Science and Technology, and MIT. The Loomis oral history in

the LBJ Library ref1ec§sithe brusque, judgmental tone of a

no-nonsense manager, essentially Trumanesque ~in his pro-
fanity.l8 Loomis at first refused Keppel's offer, which was
extended in 1964 by an old bhreaucratic friend  and
competitor, HEW's 'Assistaﬁt Secretary for Administration

Rufus’ Miles, to which Loohis replied: "Jesus Christ, not.

me! What the- Hell, 1 don't know anything about edutation."
But by early 1965, Loomis was chafing under the "totally
inept" leadership of USIA Director Carl Rowan, and hence was
"getting madder by the minute and less effective by the

: minute." ~So when Keppel tried again, Loomis was curious

18Transcript, Henry\ Loomis Oral History, 15 August 1968,
5, LBJ Library. Bailey and Mosher have a sprightly account

of the OF reorganization, with more attention to structural

and administrative detail, in ESEA, chapter III.
— o

. {
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-enough td poke about OF, wés appalled by what he found, and
said to himself: "The question is whether to leave Government
and to say,"The Hell with it, anyway; and do this on the way
out, and it wa§ so horrible that 1t,soundg§dthat it would be
pretty good fun." Loomis was also pressed to tafé on the
hercufean task by a'strategica11j positioned old friend, John
Gardner. * Loomis told Keppel that the key to his coming was
the removal = of Deputy Commissioner Wayne Reed, so Keppel
~foynd a way to remove Reed through a lateral shuffle that at

least miniha15y~saved_face'for a man Loomis regarded as’ "a .
very nice guy" but one Qith1 “no backbone' or managerial

drive.f So ”in March Loomis quit VOA Shd .signed on as

Keppel.'s Deputy. ‘4_ : — o

) When President Johnson heard abou't the hew arrangement

he was furious, because upon leaving USIA, Loomis had held a
press conference, and among other remarks he implied  that
political rntgrference. was being imposed by the Johnson
administration on the Veice of America, and the story

appeared in Mary McGrory's column in the Washington star.19

Loomis later insisted that he was complaining about the State
Department,_not the President or the White Housg} but. the
damJging appearance of bad judgment and disloyalty prompted
the enraged Johnson ,to call Keppel, have the White House
operator break in on a telephone conversation Keppel was
having with a southern governor, and demand that he rescind
the appointment.zo Keppel stood'by his guns in insisting on

« *

19Transcript, Douglass Cater'Ora1 History Iﬁterview, 29
April 1969, Tape 1, 23-24, LBJ Library. . .
£y
2OTr'anscr'ipt, Keppel Oral History Interview, 21 April
1969, 22, LBJ Library. See also Richard A. Dershimer, The
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a. deputy of his chdice, and Celebrezze backed him up, but-

Keppel recalls that 9iftua11y every time he saw the President
fhereafter, Johnson would §reet him byrdehanding: "Have ‘you
fired that, son-of-a-bitch yet?"2l o |
Deputy Commissioner Loomis brought along from USIA his
reconstruction team -- his' secretary, his researcher, apd
most notorius of all from the viewpoint of ‘the threatened old
line’ staff, his " "hatchetman," Walter ?wnecraine, who quickly
earned thé sobriquet of the “tgkr¥b1e Turk," and who even
Loomis admitted was "ruth]ess.”m Loomis regarded the profes-
sional "educatorsf at USOE with searing contempt, as second-
rate men who were not only managerially incompetent, but who
were “emotionally, almost religiously against the act. which
they were trying to administer." - Keppel promptly appointed
Loomis chairman”of the new‘txecutive Group 6f‘1e$s than a
dozen -senior sta?f;» and they first met on. April '2; and
thereafter twice week]? on Monday and Thursday begihning at
10 a.m. in Loomis's.office throughout the subsequent year of
- reorganization.  Most of the Executive Group's gnergies

4

w

I’

2lieppel, 1interviéw with the author, 1 April 1981.

s

Thereafter, all new supergrade- appointments for OF had to be
. Cleared through Johnson loyalist Marvin. Watson in .the White"

House, which further hampered the recruitment of senior staff
during the reorganization. The oral history -of Lucille
Anderson, who was secretary to five Commissioners of Educa-

tion,” beginning with John Studebaker in 1936 and. retiring -

under Harold Howe II in 1966, reflects. the OF loyalist
resentment at the policigd, impingement of the Johnson White
House, with its outside ‘task forces, its radical reorganiza-
tion and its attendant displacement of specialists with
generalists. .See transcript, Lucille Anderson Oral History
Interview, 15 July 1%&8, LBJ Library.
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during 1965-66 were devoted to 1mp1emi?ting the ESEA and ihev

ights Act of 1964. As
_described in some detail by Bailey and Mosher in EEEA, this
~involved a Planning Group coordinating ‘task forces on the

HEA, as well as Title VI of the Civil

various new titles. But the "earliest and most dramatic
attention wés to reorganizing OE. The Execut1ve Group
minutes are essentially action summaries, and they reveal a
crisp, get-cracking action agenda that began on April 2 with
an bfder for a "quick, first-cut evaluatidn by numerical

scale of all USOE employees against their specialty co-equals

and by their supervisors, bottom to tOp; with the Commis-

\ .
sioner rating the bureau -and office chiefs."22 The Executive

~Group ordained that up to 50 new supergrades . "will be *
recruited and added NOW," to -become "a management  and

substantive core within two or three years."

In a parallel development, Catenh was conferring with
* Gordon, Staats, Keppel, and Cohen apout setting up a short-

term ad hoc task fprce Vof three men working for three

.intensive months to-"help Keppel reorganize OE. ,Johnson
approved on Apri] 12, and two days later Cater reported that

Gordon and Staats had recommended borrowing as task .force
chairman Dwight 1Ink from the AEC -- "He is an able
organization man who did a first rate job last year on-the

and their fear

220Notes of EXECUTIVE GROUP ‘Meeting, 2 April 1965
through 27 June 1966, Kathryn Heath Collection, National
Institute of Educat1on Library. The bi-weekly notes were
marked "“ADMINISTRATIVE CONFIDENTIAL" beginning 22 April
1965. In his oral. history interview, Walter Mylecraine
denies the charge of brutality, but he c1ear1y also shared
Loomis's contempt for the clientele-oriented "educationists"

Tﬁ/ federal control. See transcript, Walter
Mylecraine Oral History Interview, 12 July 1968, LBJ Library.
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, Aﬁaskan crisis" -- plus Herbert J}sper of Budget and Nicholas N
Oganovic from the Civil Service Commission (he was replaced
almost immediateley by Gilbert Schulkind from thg same
v agency).23 The next'ahy,'Apfi1 15, Cater informed Celebrezze
. = of the Ink task force, reminding him that two days earlier,
- at the reception for Conagress on the occasi6n of the passage

of ESEA, the President had announced: '

I am asking Secretary Celebrezze and Commis-
y : N ’ sioner Keppel to move immediately to prepare the
’ Office of Education for the -big job that it has
to do, just as soom as the funds are appro- S
priated. Upon their recommendation,! I am » ' ’
notifying the Secretary that I am going to '
. appoint a task force to carry out his recommen-
, " dation to assist him in the next 60 days on ™
: ~ organizational and personnel problems in this
area to administer this bi1[.

"The Ink task force worked intimately with. Loomis's Execﬁtive
Group, frequently sitting with them (and occasionally joined

. ' . &£
\ ~ 23Memo, Cater to the President, 12 April 1965 and 14 :
_ ' - April 1965; Cater to Celebrezze, 15 April 1965, Ex FG 165-4, . '
L "WHCF, LBJ Library., In his oral history, Loomis claims that
the Ink Task was a response to his demand for White House
support, because "when you had vioTated every sacred cow in
the pasture . . . it was going to cause a hell of a stimk on
the Hi11." ~ Furthermore, he claims that he sent Mylecraine
. rummaging through the OE staff to see if he could find anyone
) - useful, and that Mylecraine had found in Russell Wood an
' atypically smart young lawyer (“no edueator{ijrho’together
D with his colleague, John Hughes, joined Loomis ahd Mylecraine
in constructing a “shadow organization". that became 90% of
the Ink Report. Given the tendency of Washington egos to
claim credit for inventing the wheel (in his oral history
Y . Secretary Celebrezze even claims that he discovered the
" formuTa that Ted to the breakthrough for .ESEA!), it is
difficult to sort out the credit lines. ‘ :

. 241bid. S . ®
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by Keppel) in late April and early June, and c1éar1y formed a
- _/zbnsensug that Ink reported to the President on June 15 in a

41-page report entitled "RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WHITE HOUSE

TASK FORCE ON EDUCATION."-
. The Ink report's eight sections dealt variously with

§tréngthening OE 1n/per§0nne1'and Financial administration, ’
’p1anning and evaluation, management, ~ and contracting and

grdnts, but at its heart was an drganizationa1 critique and a
thqbry of Teforg: It observed that the pfesent organization
%? OE had been established by former Commissione§15ter1ing
o McMurrin in 1962 based on the Homer Babbidge report of 1961,
entitled "A Federal Agency for the Future," which in turn
reflected a study conducted in 1960, when OE ran 20 programs
on less than $500 million annually and with only 1,100
emp]oyees (the Ink’réport did not mention the names; they are
supp]ied). Now OE faced managing more than. 40 phograms
costing more than $3 bi]]ioh, with perhaps $300 . million more
in pending 1egis1ation,'and hence cogfronted‘a need ?or at
least 2,300 employees. But beyond size there was that
fémi]iar strutural problem, which was 1nherént innan organi-

zation like OE -- i.e., whether to organize by function

(research, international education, statistics collection,
contracts and grants) or by level (elementary-secondary,
higher, adult eduéation), or by some combination of both.

= b, functional principle, but in a rather schizophrenic way, with

'ﬂ N ‘ ‘. . o N
e | o
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- ' funct1ona1 bureaus presiding over divisions and branches that

ref]ected groupings by Tevel. 25

Finally, in addition to size and the fuction-versus-
Tevel tension, there was the fragmenting congressional. Wabit’
of estabiishing a "separate organizational unit for ééch new

o statute."?6  So with the rebént program growth had “come

. | excessive fragmentation and Tayering. with consequent delays
° \ ~ _4n action -- OE alone had 36 units in 1965, with major
expansion on the way. Although the ka report reflected
discreetly on the political and public administration
probiem, it was well known that this fragmentation Qas'
reinforced by the tendency of program managers to form strong
ties with strategic congressional subcommittees,. and this in
turn was re1nforced by- the political alliances of c11ente1e
groups. So the Ink report opted to .combat th1s program
fragmentation by reorganizing according to Tevel, with:a
bureau each for elementary-secondary education, higher educa-
tion, and adult plus vocational education, but also with a

25Memo, McMurrin to Ribicoff, 16 January 1962, "Proposal
for Reorganization of the Office of Education," Box 409, OMB
Records Division, National Archives. ' See Bailey's more ex-
tensive discussion in ESEA, Chapter III. Wayne Reed's oral
history recalls that when he joined OE in 1951, Commissioner
Earl McGrath had reorganized the office according to level.
In 1962 McMurrin leaned back toward function, and in 1965 the
Ink /Keppel/Loomis reorganization reverted to the organiza-
tional primacy of level. Reed also acknowledged that the
reorganization was widely understdod throughout OE ‘as a

structural prelude to achieving Cabinet department status. €
" See Wayne 0. Reed Oral History Interview,.8 July 1968, LBJ
Library. : : '
26upecommendations of the White House Task Force on
Education,” 14 June 1965, Task Forces File, Box 10, LBJ :
Library. . N P
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cross-cutting functional bureau for research -- all of this,
of course, in the ha11owed name of efficiency, and couched in
sanitized government prose But as Ba11ey and Mosher
observed, "What they did not say was that it would also
greatly facilitate ‘the reassignment or the phdsing out of
| old-timers who had developed poth’ internal and external

centers of power around isolated functional units,” and begin
the transformation of branch“managemenf;from the traditional
specialist to génera1ist hands.?7 4 g

ﬁPSo with the reorganizational program in hand énd
T é%g eﬁ%aengia11y blessed, Keppe? and his hatchetaman.Loomis and

his hatchet-man My?ecra1ne all went at it with gusto.
Bailey and Mosher, who interviewed survivors and, presumably,
nonsurvivors when the carnage was fresh in the mind, describe.,
the results: ‘ :

The speed of action and the fact that the plan
was shattering to all vested interests, produced

a ‘reaction of —numbed, bewildered, bitter - .
acquienscence . . . . The anguish can only be
imagined. The  ensuing, if temporary,

adm1n1strative ‘chaos was shattering. For days
and weeks, people .could not find each other's
offices -- sometimes not even their own.
Telephone extensions connected appropriate
parties only by coincidence. A large number of
key positions in the new order were vacant or
were. occupied by acting directors who were
frequently demoralized by status ambiguity and
eventual status 10ss. Those who could not live

°

27ESEA, 86. The Ink Report also provided for six
offices outside the bureaus {disadvantaged and handicapped,
equal educational” opportunities, legisiation, planning and
evaluation, administration, and public relations), and two
centers (statistics and contracts), plus strengthening the
field offices in the nine HEW regions. .
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with the status loss resigned. And 311 of this
came at a time of maximum-work load. : \

But Loomis and Mylecraine were trying to save OF through radical
surgeryf’not kill it. They demanded 50 new supergfades and when Cater
balked, Loomis attacked with his customary jugular instinct:

I said: "I don't give a goddamn how many there

are in government and you know it. You, know

you can't make it otherwise; you want this thing

to fall? You want ‘the President to be dis-
credited? You're going to tell me, sitting )
here, that you can't get fifty? That's absurd.”

--" That was done de1iberate1y to be a shggker,

to say that this wasn't bus1ness as usua]

The usual Loomis tough talk. But the Johnson White Hquse
wasn't used to that kind of flak -- from Congress, perhaps,

‘)\

and from the pubiic and the media, but not from their own
‘troops. Loomis got only 23 supergrades, which was a compro-
s, mise in the Tow range. Within a year he wasgon his way to
“the private sector.30 '

N 0
47 8 \

28ESEA, 88-89. As Loomis defensively observed, "We
didn't Fire anybody." But many of the educational academics
were unhappy with their new managerial job .descriptions,
especially with consulting . in Hawaii cut out, so early
retirements, transfers, and resignations followed quickly
thereafter. : '

297Transcript, Henry Loomis Oral History InterV1ew, 15
August 1968, 30, LBJ Library.

30De5p1te his braggadoc1o Loomis in his oral history
has kind words for the displaced Wayne Reed, who welcomed
Loomis and was “absolutely superb" in his cooperation. To
Loomis, the very qualities that madé Reed, an "educator" from
Nebraska, a poor deputy also made him a "beautiful help" as
liaison to the nervous old guard. Not surprisingly, Loomis
gave highest marks to fellow Harvard alumnus Frank Keppel --
they were, he said, "Mr. Inside and Mr. Qutside.”
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In his ora1‘hist0ﬁy interview, Dwight ;nk‘ﬁgs asked if
é\e reorganization was carried out to his satisfaction. "Not
to my satisfaction .-. . « Both Frank KeppéT, the head of the
office, and his deputy Henry Loomis left the office within
%hree or four months, and so the continuity was gone. By the

time they were able to replace that team, the momentum had

been 7ost."3! In November of 1965 Secreiary Gardne} sepsed

that Keppel's political capital had been used up -- at OE,
where “the Ink/Keppel/Loomis reorganization had shattered
morale; on the Hi}l, where both the reorganization and
Keppéiﬂs aggressive enforcement of the school desegregation
guidelines was stiffening resistance; and in the White House;
where the- President's resentment at the Loomis appointment
"was massively - exacerbated by Mayd: Daley's rage at Keppel's

.

31Trahscript Dwight Ink Oral History Interview, 5

February 969, 10, LBd-Library. A generally dim assessment of"

the efficacy of the reorganization of OF is shared to varying

degrees by Bailey and Mosher in ESEA; moreso by William

‘Cannon and William D. Carey of the Budget Bureau (both in OMB
Records Division memoranda and 1in interviews with the
author); and even in the Administrative History of HEW,
especially chapter 1, "Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education.” See also the oral history interview with Nolan
Estes, the BESE's first associate commissioner, 23 July 1968,
LBJ Library. Wayne Reed's oral history decries the excessive
speed and ruthlessness of the decimation of the old special-
fsts, which "left painful scars" and was called by the
specialists “the year of the locusts." ‘

~
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threat to cut off federal funds to Chicago's Schoo]s.32 So
- Keppel was kicked upstairs to assume the newly created staff
pésjtion of Assistant Secretary for Education, and he was
replaced as commissioner in January 1966 by "Doc" Harold Howe

~

.«

The Organizational Problem of HEW--and the Great Society
In the% next chapter we will return to the narrative
beyond the watershed year of 1965, . but the intractable

question of how best to organize the federal government to

implement the Great \§ociety programs  continued to vex the
Johnson administration throughout its tenure.-.The problem of
internally reorganizing OE dominated the structural agenda
during the summer of 1965, but earlier in the springg Cater
had sent the. President a- memo addressed to tHe Tlarger
question of the future organization of HEW -- which "unfortu-
nately," he‘gbserved, theé Price task force had failed to deal
with, other than to recomm?nd a separate Departmeqt of Edu-

325ee Orfield, Reconstruction of Southern Education,
chapter 4. Wilbur Cohen was dispatched to Chicago to work
out a compromise which he successfully accomplished. Cater's
oral history faults Kepel's judgment in this celebrated inci-
dent, as does Orfield's account. But for a defense of
“Keppel, see .David Seeley's letter of 22 March 1972 to the
Johnson Library, which is included in Keppel's oral history
file. Seeéley's - own -oral history, however, is basically
critical of the "bungling" in his agency which produced a

"disaster.” Transcript, Seeley Oral History Interview, 25

July 1968, 39-44, LBJ Library.
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_cation.3%, Cater attached a memo he had received from Mike
0'Ne1§1,'a veteran reporter for the New York Daily News who

covered HEW and was a stringer for Medical World News.
0'Neill began with the sober observation that "HEW's
high command structure fis an “administrative mess which has
been inadequate to the Department 3 m1ss1on for more than 10
years and will collapse completely under the wé&bht of ‘its
new Great!Society respons1b111ties“ 34 First pr1or1ty was to
find "a great HEW Secretary e . . o Q 1a McNamara." Next was

reorganization,

model,

preferab1y along the lines of the Defense

with .separate secretaries of Health, Education, and

‘Welfare under an HEW secretar( and undersecretary, under-
pinned by seven or eight assistant secretaries with backup

staffs.

5

It is ué&er1y ridiculous to be trying to run a
$6 and $7 billion business” with only a handful
of people. HEW 1is actually being run now by
only .three guys -- Cohen, Quigley, and Dempsey
[Assistant Secretary James M. Ouigley and Edward
Dempsey, Special Assistant for Health and Medi-
cal Affairs]. Congress originally refused to
give the Department any.real staff because of

its alleged fears about empire-building in the. .

important health-education-welfare field. The
result has been administrative chaos. The
Secretary -- and therefore the White House --
has never been able to achieve any real cont§31
over the agencies. They have gone their

Files,

Al

33Memo,l Cater to the President, 2 April 1965,

Box 13, LBJ Library.

4

Cater

3%yemo, 0'Neill to Cater, 31 March 1965, Cater Files,
Box 13, LBJ Library. A ba1an§£d discussion of the evolution

and structyre of HEW from an 1

Miles,

Jr., The Department of

sider’'s viewpoint is Rufus E.
ealth, Education, and Welfare

{New York: Praeger, 1974).
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merry way for. years, even in the old Federal
Security Agency.

0'Neill then added a laundry 1ist of examples of two or three

different agencies taking off in different directions on thi

same problem, launching rival and conflicting programs, wit
never so much as a by-your-leave: '

The Children's Bureau, for example, is running a
flock of health programs without any reference
to PHS.. FDA and PHS have both been mucking
- around in the environmental health field without
either one getting any place. The Welfare
Administration is launching huge new health care
programs without so much as a nod to PHS which,
theoretically, should have a good deal to say in
the matter. The Office of Education wrote some
provisions into some of its legislation that cut
across NIH programs -- but it only belatedly
consulted NIH. It also proposed aid for medical
1ibraries without coordinating with the National
Library of Medicine. ’

Cafer.asked_for and received from Johnson permission to form

a.small working group composed of himself, Kermit Gordon,

John Macy, and a deputy representing the HEW Secretary to

"begin planning for a broad reorganiiation of HEW.

~ Shortly thereafter, Gordon left the BOB to become
preéident of Brookings, but his successor as Budget Djféctor,
Charles Schultze, promptiy appointed an ad hoc task force of

BOB consultants, chaired_by Stephen Bailey and ‘charged with .

recommending solutions to the government's growing problems
of intergovernmental grogram coordination. Formed in August

of 1965 and working closely (for three months) with the BOB's '

Harold Seidman and his Office of Management and Organization
staff, the Bailey task force identified "an incrLasing lack
of structural and policy coherence within the Federal estab-

Tishment and a series of administrative strains upon state

T
!
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and local governments. n35 [ The report s first page 111us=

trated the growing "maze of 1nteragency and 1ntergovernmenta1

procedures, overlaps, delays, and qu1sd1ct1ona1 disputes:' 't
0 Anfﬁapoverty and economic development programs -
- are being carried out by a dozen Federal agen-
.cies which relate- to each other imperfectly

and intermittenly in Washington and the field;

o Four Federal agencies handle in different ways
closely similar grants "and loans for 1local-
water and waste dispqQsal facilities; ;

o Community planning bodies and
assisted by the Federal,
several aspects of community development --
physical, economic, and social -- are
frequently unrelated to one another;

Government in the -

3?Federa1 grants-in-aid to states and localities
vary need]ess]y d widely in requ1rements for
matching money, ‘overhead allowances, and in
standards of review and enforcement;

b Gross inequalities exist in the’ capac1ty of
states and localities to develop proposals for
"Federal aid and to negot1ate the maze of
Federal program review. _

Previous  attempts - at program  coordination throdgz(

‘ b .
interdepartmental. committees had proved too weak ,an
and lateral coordination,

“cumbersome, with one department

assigned to coordinate oth&rs in a particular field, had
failed pqufse departments would not submit to coordination

by other départmgnts of equal rank. The solution, then, lay

35uTask Forc;\\Report on Intergovernmental Program
- Coordination," December 1965, Box 412, OMB Records Division,
National Archives.
G. Colman, Herbert Kaufman, James L.
Sweeney, and Robert C. Wood.

‘Sundquist, Stephen B.

A
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not'at the departmental or [Cabinet leve1’ but only at the

* level of the Pres1dency, where the Executive Office needed

either a reinforced nel Budqet Bureau or a. new 0ff1ce of
Community Program Coordination.
The, Bailey report of 1965 anticipated the Heineman
rt of 1967 not only 1n ca111ng for muscg]ar program
coz$‘1nat1on at the pres1dent1a1 Tevel, but also in simul-
taneous]y advocating adm1n1strat1ve ~decentralization,

preferably through "common regional boundar1e§ an head- -

quarter cities for re]ated Federa] agenc1es -—— part1cu1ar1y
HUD, HEW, OEO, and Labor.' Meanwhile the report urged the
BOB to exercise or extend its owh author1ty to meet six

somewhat techn1ca1 but nevertheless &rgent problems for

immediate act1on" -- these having beef 1dent1f1ed by rather

informal task force discussions wi'th federa] state, and-

local off1c1a1s in washlnqton Boston, New Haven, Ba1t1more,

and three Georgia areas, and the report urged the Bureau to-

conduct a similar field study in a more systematic manner.
In response, in the summerg of 1966 Schultze (1) appo1nted
William D. Carey as a noncareer Assistant Director of the
Bureau in charge of interagency ~and intergovernq&nta1

problems on® a largely ad hoc basis; and (2) directed the
Bureau's Office of Management and Organization to conduct:

five fact-finding surveys (in Washington and Tennessee --
concentrating on Seattle and Nashville -- and 1in - South

Carolina, Pennsylvania,  and Co]orado.)36 In November of

1966, Schultze forwarded a summary of thé field surveys to

36'“The Bureau's Role in the Improvement of Goverrment -

Organization and Management," Part IV of the Budget Bureau's
Administrative History, 124«151 Vol. I, LBJ Library. @

AN )
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Senator Edmund S. Muskte, whose sub-committee on intergovern- _ ‘

mental relations was holding hearings on "Creative Federal- ’
ism" (this was a 1etter_signed'“cﬁar1ie" to "Dear Ed" for his

'“personai use," and explained that its frankness and candor o

"obviously would pose quite a problem if the document were -4

released or quoted from".)37 Muskie had succinctly -observed

that .the core of the»probiem is "the difficulty of managing

170 grants-in-aid pr grams in the 21 \different Federal

departmen@s and agencies in over 92, 000 units of government

throughout our 50 states."”

. Schultze's summary to Senator Muskie conceded that part

of the problem was caused by weakness at the state and local

d -level--i.e., the basic 'fragmentation‘ of 1local government

% 4 units made it extemeiy difficult for state, county, or city

o chief executives to administer a given gébgraphic area.

Typicaiiy these execugjves,-faced severe constraints and

statutory 1imits on their taxing, budgetary, and appointment

. powers; most governors were institutionaiiy weak; city

governments were hostile td-state interference, and most

faced severe financial probiems. But most of the- problems

were federal in origin: : . '

o Over 20 agencies and numerous congressional

committees with differing Jjurisdictions,

clients, and methods of approaching a problem

are 1involved in intergovernmental programs
. characterized by overlapping and dupiication.

0 Federa1 assistance is provided through a
series of increasingly narrow ard complex
categorical grant and loan programs. This

‘ 37Letter, Schultze to Mugkie, 15 November 1966,

Documentary Supplement to BOB Administrative History, Vol.
LBJ Library.

4
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fragmentation reinforces the structural
duplication and overlap, and is characterized
by an excessive number of small grants,
pressure on states and localities to go for
the "“easy money," no rational pattern of

. matching requirements or.consistent pattern on
¢qualization in terms of fiscal capacity and
tax effort.

" o Pressure to get federal matching fund
narrow categorical. grant programs tends to

~— distort state and local budgets, and federal
planning requirements are. too complex, incon- .
sistent, and based on differing standards and
data. ' v N

o Federal field structure prevents effective
coordination, with  most federal agencies
either lacking field organization or lacking "

N common regional field 1locatiohs. Narrow
categorical progrq%s increasingly lead federal
agencies to deal directly with Tocal govern-
ments and organizations, thereby - angering
state Tlevels and often by- pass1ng federal
field offices entirely. i

o Late apperriations and delays in ‘eroject
approval make state and local planning and
budget1ng difficult. ‘ )

0 Federal act1on is often taken and regu]at1ons
are _prescr1bed without regard for state and
local laws,  government structure, financial
and administrative capab111t1es, and on-going
programs

By the fa11,of 1966 there was growing concern ‘among the
president's senior staff that Great Society legislation was
piling up but. that their administration was in. increasing

trouble. Both Moyers and Califano recognized the pressing
“priority -of improved administrative structure, and Charles

Schultze, Secretary Gardner, and OEO director Shriver pro-
posed a variety of alternative organizational reforms. These

included a domestic council patterned after NSC (Shriver);

~




conversion of HEW into  a 'trip1e-based superdepartment

patterned after Defense (Gardner); a new depértment of econo-
mic deve]opmen§ that’reCOmbined Labor with what 1ittle was
left of Commerce after it lost 80% of its annual budget, its
trust fuhds, and 15% of ﬁts personnel to DOT (a combination
of Price, Macy, Califano, and Schultze); and a new office for
program management in the Executive Office, with regional and
even major city 'field offices (Schultze).3® This array of
proposals from the subpfesidency constituted a rich (and
politically explosive) agenda for the President's second, and
finé1, outside task force on government organization.

The Heineman Task Force ” o N
Ben W. Heineman was a lawyer-businessman who, as
ghairman and president of the profitable Chicago and North

Western Railway Company, had first come to ‘Presidentl

Johnson's attention when he helped negotiate the threatened

I11inois Central Railroad strike in the summer of .1964. That

September he helped form a National Independent Committee for
Election of Johnson and Humphrey. In 1965 he sat on Robert
Wood's outside task force on Urban Affairs and Housing, and
in 1966 he chaired the volatile White House Conference on
Civil Rights. Both Johnson's confidence in him and " the
strength of his independence 1is suggested ’by7 Heineman's
‘report, in his oral history, that. he variously rejected the
secretanyships of HUD, Commerce, the Budget Bureau director-

.8

R

v 38For a more extended discussion, see Redford and
Bisett, Organizing the ExecutiveaBranch, especially chapters
five through nine. Congress created the Department of Com-
merce and Labor in 1903, but labor unhappiness led to their
split in 1913. ¢
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ship, and in 1968, HEW (which then went to Wilbur Cohen --
~ Heineman claimed that he was only intpreited in Being
Attbrpey Géneral).39 In October’of 1966 he was persuaded to
_ head the Task Force on. Government Organization. - Its ‘distin-
s “guished membership initially included Hale Champion, Director
of,Finance.for California; Mayor Riéhard Lee .of New Haven;
Willian Capron of Brookings; -Kermit Gordon, now a Brookings o
~ Vice President; Yale political Jscieﬁtistl Herbert Kaufman;
Dean Bayless Manning Qf the Stanford Law School: and o
Chancellor Harry Ransom of the University of Texas -- wi'th )
Joe Califano as White House repneséntative; and the étaff x
_ director was ‘Fred Bohen of Califano's staff. v ' : |
. The -presidential importance of the task force fis
indicated by Johnson's personal approval of ten of the twelve
wames %rig%qpl]y-suggested by Califano; by_Johnson's addition
of Fbrd Foundation President McGeorge Bundy and, later,
v . Secretary McNamara and Budget Director Schultze. The task
force met fhree‘times with the PreSident in the White House,
and in total met seven times for twelve days between 12
No;ember 1966 -and" 7 May 1967. 1Its initial w&rkihg papers
included the Price task force report, statements on organi-
zational problems from the Wood task force report, testimony
by government officials to the Muskie subcommittee on Inter-

hY

| 37ranscript, Ben W. Heineman Oral History}lntér&iew, 14
April 1970, LBJ Library. -

r
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governmental Relations, and suhm1ss1ons related to the,

Shr1ver and Garqper proposa]s for executive reorgan1zat1on 40
The Heineman report was not due until - the m1dd1e of

June, {967, but so high- -powered- was its membersh1p and so
. recommendations bgth before and after mid-June -- on topics

- Great Soceity programs, to .include-national economic policy
“and even foreign'affairs. But the succﬁbzt 10- -page "Final"
rRport of 15 June 1967 clger]y falls in the high tradition
6t Brownlow, Hoover, and Price --= in fact, its bold vision

was c1osest in spirit to Brownlow. A1l four reports embraced
- . a firm pres1dent1a1 perspect1ve, and the“Heineman report was
quick to identify both the problem and the enemy: -

Insofar as its aim is responsive . and
efficient management, the Federal Government is
badly organized. Top political executives --*

. .o the President and Cabinet Secretaries -- preside

- over agencies which they never own and. only.

? rarely command. TH€ir managerial authority is
constantly challenged by powertul Tlegislative

commi ttees, well-organized jinterst groups, en-

"~

%

e

i

. 40See Redford and Blisset, Organizing the Executive
Branch, 195-215. A logical participant was Harold Seidman,
director of the Budget Bureau's division of Management and
Organization. But Seidman had grown bitter as the growth of
Califano's domestic staff increasingly pre-empted the Budget
Bureau in policy planning. Seidman's participation was
rejected by the task force, and he in turn vetoed participa-
tion by a top member of his staff -- this according to an
interview by Redford and Blissett.

»

~ broad was, it¢ charge that it sent the. President period1c®*

< A that ranged beyond the structu?a] concerns for administering”

.
J .
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trenched bureau chiefs with narro g program
mandates, and the career. civil service

The wvery legisiative success of the Great Society had made
‘the administrative problems worse: “The target problems -- .

poVerty, discrimination, urban blight, dirty air and water --

are not thé sole concern of any one Federal department; they
will not yield to a series of isolated program efforts."
Federal social programs remainéd badly coordinated; the
social problems were in the field, but the administration of

domestic programs was “"centraiized excessively in Washington

in autonomous bureauss and administrations below the
Presidential and departmental Tevel." _

The report conceded at the outset that some, but not
all, of the "severe attack" being/ mounted against the
President's social programs stemmed frem political -and
ideoiogical partisanship, and "some criticism stems from
deflated hopes, with current funding , Yevels well below
ultimate need and demand.” But since the task force members
couid sc%rce1y attack the President's budget decisions, they
concentrated on three basic structural femedies. First, they

" would strengthen the Executive Office of the Presidency by
creating two new well-staffed offices within it: (1) an
Office of Pfogram DeveTOpmégs Tocated within a reorganized
Budget Bureau, with clear re qns1b111ty for domest1c program
formuiation; and (2) an Office offProgram Coordination, with

: . #lvg FINAL .REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT'S TASK FORCE -ON
GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION," 15 June 1967, Task F@rces File, Box
4, LBJ Library.
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a permanent field force, located parallel to but outside the
Budget Bureau.42 |

Second, they' would “presidentialize" the department and
agency structure -- to force it to, Took ugward'for guidance,
primarily through unification 1in "suberdgpartments.“ The .
report urged continued efforts to reduce, through merger and
reaT{gnment, “the number of departments substantially in the
grip of parochial interests (Lébor, Commerce, Interior, and
Agricuiture), and resist proposals to create additional de-
partments by narrow, specialized interests or professional
ciienteles (Health or Education)."*3

Finally the task force would balance this steepening of
central executive control with decentralized regional admin-
istration, primarily through consolidating the different and
ﬁncoprdinatéd regioﬁa1 zones and é?fices of HEW, HUD, Labor,
and OEO into ten common regions with cofﬁ%ated field offices
in common regional cities. Heineman preferred HEW's 'nine'

N

42Hei'neman, McNamara, and Schultze preferred to locate
the OPC within a completely reorganized and reoriented Budget
Bureau, but they agreed with the task force majority that the -
creation of OPC was far more important than its precise loca-
tion within the Executive Office. = Heineman also ‘argued
strongly for the creation of a Director of the Executive
Office of the President, a kind of domestic czar for program
coordination and interagency conflict resolution.. But: the
majority of his task force colleagues opposed such a post, as
had the Price task force.

431h a six-page report submitted on 15 September 1967,
the task force suggested that a supercabinet might contain
the following departments: Social Services, Natural
Resources .and Development, Economic Affairs, Science and
Environmental Preservation, Foreign Affairs, and National
Security Affairs -- with Justice probab1y remaining. See
Redford and Blissett, 103-04. .
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regions, but would split HEW's Targe western region in two
(the last page of the report was a fold-out map suggesting
the ten common regions and regional headquarter cities).

As for HEW, thé report conceded that despite regent
organizational improvements, HEW “continues ‘as ‘@ holding

company for highly independent administrations and bureaus.

While its program burdens arve enormous, the department is
grossly understaffed at the top." So first priority in HEW

was strengthening the  authority of; the Secretary over -

entrenched program operators. Only then shou?d‘existingﬁ?ine
administrations {PHS, OE, Welfare, etc.) be consolidated into
"two or three mulfi-Functional staff agencies in’ HEW (such as
Health and Welfare and Education and Manpower), 1led Jed by
political @xecutivés of Under Secretary rank." With such an

agqrand1zed future in mind, the Heineman report recommended
con5011dat1ng all manpower programs in HEW -- ripping them
away from Labor and OEO. Its vision-of HEW's future was as a
grand model of presidential guidance, departmental consolida-
tion, and coordinated decentralized administration:
In many ways HEW is the Department of the Great
Society. It administers the majority of Federal
social TegisTation --"o01d and new. It has the
potential to become a superdepartment for socjal
services, and human resource development and

thereby to coordinate. a vast array of social -y
programs short of the President.

* The Heineman report\s grand model, with its intriguing
and perhaps inherently contradictory, buiit-in tensions
between centréYization and decentralization, was never to be
tested during the Johnson administration. It simply came too
late. Enthusiasm for the Great Society was being engulfed by
antiwar turmoil, ghetto rioting, and soaring inflation. Only

six months after the Heineman task force's last report had
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been submitted, Johnson stunned both the American public and
his own administration by ‘announcing that he would not seek
re-election. In November of 1968, when President-elect
Nixon's transition representative asked Charles S. Murphy,

Johnson s transition coordinator, for a copy of the secret
| He1neman reports, Murphy asked Johnson -whether he shou]d
forward copies, and added that “"Joe Califano's feeling is

a

President-elect but should keep it for your own use." This

memo is one of the favorites of researchers in the Johnson
archives, because the President, who was normally not very
communicative in rép]ying in writing to hiS'staff"memoranda,\

checked the "no" box on the approval. sheet and then
scrawled: "Hell no. And te11 him I'm not going to pub11sh
my wife's love Tetters either, "4

But it was to no avail. Johnson, who had ‘been

extraordinarily successful in- Teak-prone Washington in-

keeping his six-score=and=a=baker's-dpzen task force reports
secret, was too 1aﬁe-duck to contain an extraqrdinary report
that the new President wanted and the old President had not
used. Later, when Nixon appointed the President's Advisory

Council on Executive Organization under the chairmanship of
businessman Roy L. Ash, Heineman made his task force reports

available at their request.#5 As Redford and Blissett note
in their administrative history of the Johnson adm1n1stra-
tion, "the imprint of the Heineman task force reports on the

‘44Memo, Charles S. Murphy to the Presideht, 22 November
1968, Ex Fg 11-18, WHCF, LBJ Library.'

v

45Transcr1pt Heineman Oral H1stohy Interview, 16 Apr11
1970, 26, LBJ Library.
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Nix5n administration is unmistakable"46 -- the attack on
fragmentation; the call for larger, consolidated departments;
the quest for a balanced combination of presidential direc--
tion, agency {ntegration, and administrative decéntraliza-
tion; and the radichvrestructuring of the Budget Bureau into
the Office of Management and Budget. '

But thét major transition. is of course beyond our
purviey here. We left the narrative with the triumph of the
Greé£'Society breakthrough in 1965, and it ’'was accompanied
not only by a reorganization within HEW, but also by an
Wimportant internal transitigggin the Johnson White House, one
symboiized by the departure.‘of Bill Moyefs‘as ranking White
House aide and his replacement by Joseph Califano. - The
implications of this transition wére not immediately apparent
* in late 1965, but they were soon to become so. And that
traﬁsformatiqn would first be reflected in the changed pace
and rhythm of the task force operationsp§3§m5e1ves.

-

ws

46Organizing the. Executive Branch,: 214-15. The major
Nixon departure from the Heineman design-as in establishing
the Domestic Council embodying the conciliar idea advanced by
Shriver and Muskie, rather than coordination and program
development through institutional (Executive Office) staff.
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CHAPTER FIVE

EXPANDING THE TASK FORCE DEVICE:.
FROM MOYERS TO CALIFANO

From Outside To Interagency Task Forces

When Goodwin's suggestion and President Johnson s .
enthusiasm led Moyers to mount the impressive ‘task force
| operation in 1964 that paid éff so handsomely in.1965, Moyers
had regarded the task force operation as primarily an ad hoc,
one-shot planning operation. He hoped it would produce a
distinctively Johnsonian 1legislative program for the 89th
Congress. The subsequent evolution, primari}y under
Califano, of a more systematic rhythm, and on a much larger
'sca1e, of customar11y 6-8 month (and often one=year) out51de
and four-month 1nteragency task forces, has obscured Moyers'
distinctively -hybrid wvision of his original secret task
forces. As Moyers exp1ained‘to:Hugh'Sidey:-

I think the reason that those 14 task forces
were S0  successful 1lies in the awareness --
among those of us who were working on them, of
the “opposition that would develop if certain
groups were .not participating in their work. So
instead of setting up a totally independent,
outside, non-government task force which we knew
~ the Bureau of the Budget and the Cabinet depart-
ments would resist, we made hybrid operations

214

AN

g 224"




N

w

out of them. We put on them 0utside\egperts
from the universities around the country, we put
on them representatives of the bureaucracy, we

. picked the best men from within government to go
“on a pafticu1ar task force with these outside
experts. .

< '
Moyers was especially keen to inlove the Budget Bureau with
its institutional memory , experiencebp in legislative
reference, broad overview of theVFEderaT enterprise, and keen

Toyaity to the President:

No policy can ever be.considered apart from its
budgetary relationship, so. we put on, there a
representative of the Budget Bureau. In fact,
we made the executive secretary of each task
force a staff officer of the Bureau of the
Budget. You had, therefore, the best of three
worlds -- the world of the bureaucracy, which
‘'would be finally responsible for implementing
the ideas; you had the world of expertise
outside of government; and you had a White House
special assistant who was in charge of several
different task forces. We anticipated the
reactions of different copstituencies that would
be served or alienated by the recommendations of

- that task force and made them a a part of the
process in developing the programs. I think
that was the most essential, crucial decjsion
that was ever made about these task forces.

Actually, of‘Moyers“ okigina1‘14 task forces, only 11 drew
their executive secretary (and therefore logistical staff)
frem the Budget Bureau; one executive secretary was provided
by the’CEA, one by the Treasury, and one task force, on civil

- rights, was stillborn (or rather, was mooted by the passage

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964). Furthermore, only seven

.4

1Moyers, interview with Hugh Sidey, Washington Monthly
(February 1969), 79. .

21bid, 79-80,
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task forces had White House T1vaisons who were White House
aides; the other seven White HOuse liaisons were split
between senior Executive Office staffes from the BOB and the
CEA. But "Moyers' main point is laWgely sustained: the 13
executive secretaries and 13 White Hoyse tiaisons were joined
by 33 other federal officials, to cpnstitute a substantial
third of these original “outside” task force members, with
écademics'accounting for roughly another third. But by 1967-
68, at the height of the Califano task force operation, the
outside task forces were typically one-half acadamic and only
one-fifth federal. The fedefa1 stack was to be taken up by
small interagency task forces, customarily composed exciu-
sively of senior federal personnei. A prime example is the
Keppel interagency .task force cn.‘education of 1965, which
marks the transition from Bill Moyers 'to Joe Califano.

- Califano's arrival was, in part, at Moyers’ own
insistence -- and also Harry McPherson's, and clearly and
most insistently Lyndon Johnson's. ~In his excepiiona11y rich
and detailed oral history, McPhersqn&reca11s in late 1968:

~ The President had heard from Moyers that
Califano was the ablest of all the Special
Assistants to the Secretaries that he had known
=% that he was a real can-do man. When Moyers
s moved to Press Secretary in July 1965, that task
of being the President's, man on domestic pro-
grams and of putting todether the legislative
program was left vacant. The President, for a
time, thought that he would put me in there and
I == 1 don't know whether with a sense of my own
limitations or of my own desires or a combina-
tion of both -- thought that I would not be the
best engineer of that operation.” And I -- when
he said he was also thinking about Califano --
strongly recommended that he get Califano
here. And as I say, after a long struggle with
McNamara, he was able to‘ge§§him over. Califano
has developed in the last two-and-one-half years

1
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the most coherent organization for the prepara-
tion of the legislative program that I belieye
any President has ever had in the White House.

Moyers' appointment as press secretary in July of 1965
astonished all observers, including Moyers.4 But Johnson's

raid on McNamara for “Whiz Kid" Califano did not. A native-

of Brooklyn -who attended Catholic parochial schools and Holy
Cross, graduated magna cum laude from Harvard Law School, did
a brief ?éga1 tour for the navy in the Pentagon, and then got
"bored with splitting stocks for Tom Déwey“s [Wall Street]

Califano linked himself to Cyrus Vance's climb
upward through the Pentagon 1abyrinth, kgnd emerged as

Taw firm,

McNamara's top trouble-shooter.

In the spring of 1965 the Budget Bureau began its
routine solicitation of central clearance bids from the
'agencies for the 1966 legislative program, but so great was
Johnson's -enthustasm for the-greabive and short-circuiting
device of the task forces that the machinery was cranked up
again for the summer's new beginning in virtually all major
policy areas. In education policy, hoﬁ;;;;y clearly no new

outside brainstorming was needed in t of the early

triumphs of ESEA and the almost certain fall triumph of -
HEA. What was needed was internal consolidation, and for

3Transcr1pt Harry McPherson Oral History Interv1ew, 19
December 1968, Tape #3, 37, LBJ Library.

4See Patrick Anderson, The Presidents' Men (Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1968), Chapter VI, especially 252-71. With
the Vietnam war and inflation heating up, the Watts riot
erupting, and, more important in the summer of 1965, the
President's honeymoon with the public and the media fast
eroding, Johnson ditched the exhausted George Reedy ~and
appointed Moyers, which according td Anderson came as a
shock to h1m and a1most everyone else in wash1ngton.
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four basic ﬁeasons. First and most obviously, the burden of
administering the massive new education programs in the midst
of radical reorganization was more than sufficient challenge

to the understaffed and poorly prepared OE and HEW. Second,

the vigor with which commissioners Keppel and, subsequently,
. Howe enforced the school desegregation guidelines severely

strained‘tbe‘gphemera1 Nor§h=South coalition that had pushed
ESEA through.  Third, the secret White House task forcing had
bruised agency and cohgressiona] egos long accustomed to the
routine déferepqe and agency-sub mmittee tradeoffs of
central clearance. Finally, thé ~legisiative calendar of
expirationé and \enewa1s was fairly crowded for 1966. Most
important, ESEA tsg1f had been authorized for only ome year
in 1965. Also scheduled for renewal were the pbpular-schoo]
construction:;zyd operation grants for federally impacted

areas, the Higher Eduction Facilities Act of 1963, and the

Library Services and Construction Act of 1964.
The shift from the brainstorning qutside task forces of

1964 to the consolidating and coordinating interagency task

forces of 1965 was dramatic. The 1964 operation witnessed
(uitimately) 15 outside and no interagency task forces. In
1965, there were onjy fOU(ﬁEEE;ide»task forces,vand 13 infer=
agency task forces. Of the four outside groups, only one,
Robert Wood's task force on urban problems, represented a

" major substantive exploration of solutions to domestic pro-
Blems in the spirt og +1964, Indeed Wood, a political

scientist from MIT, had chaired @ similar task force i 1964,
and in 1965 President Johnson and Galifano clearly planned
their major domestic push toward urban problems and transpor-

-tation,- incliuding Model Cities and the establishment of the
departments of HUD and DOT.> The other three outside task
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forces we}e Stephen Baj1ey“s previously discussed task force
on intergbvernmentq? program co-ordination, Clark C]{ffqrd's
on foreign aid,‘and Dean Rusk's il1-stayred task force on -

“international education. SN _
_ The fate of the Rusk task force is especially instruc-
tive because (a) like Wood‘s urban task force of 1965, it
4 ¢¢5ﬁ3qyed a large and powerfu]nmembership and sprong presiden-
‘\\ tial backing, and (b) ﬁn1ike Wood's task force, it ultimately
. _ gwent‘nowhere. In addition to five universi;y presidents,6

4

its membership included such ranking federal officials as
Cabinet secretaries Rusk and Gardner and Cbmmissjoner Keppe]i
directors Sarggnt Shriver of the Peace Corps, David Bell of
AID, Leonard Marks of USIA, and Leland Haworth of NSF; senior

s s SWood's 1964 outside task force, which was: half
academic, was followed in 1965 by a nationally heavy-weight
group with clear White House priority, one containing only
two professors (Wood-and Harvard Law School's Charles Haar),
but-star-studded with such strategically placed luminaries as
Edgar Kaiser, Walter Reuther, Whitney Young, Kermit Gordon,
Ben Heineman, and Abraham Ribicoff. 'On the Wood task forces,
see Redford and Blissett, Organizing the Executive Branch,
especially 34-36 and 127-29.

6The college and university presidents were: Harvie
Branscomb of Vanderbilt, Margaret Clapp of Wellesley, dJohn
Fischer of Columbia Teachers College, Charles Odegaard of the
University of Washington, and Harry Ransom of Texas. The
only mere professor was .the distinguished historian, John .
Hope" Franklin of Chicago, but academic associations were
shared by Harold Howe II, who was executive director of North
Carolina's Learning Institute, and Pauline Tompkins, general
director of the erican Association of University Women.
Also serving were Mrs. Arthur Goldberg, President James Linen
v 111 of Time, President Herman Wells of the Indiana University
’ ‘ ‘ Foundation, and William Marvel of Education and World
) ‘ _Affairs. For Frankel's agcount, see Charles Frankel, High on
: Foggy Bottom: An Outsider's Inside View of the Government
[New York: Harper and Row, 1968}, 63-77/. -
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presidential aides Cater ano McPherson; and Charles Frankel,
who as Assistant Secretary for Educational and Cultural
Affairs was de facto chairman of the task force. Johnson s

domestic successes with ESEA and HEA contrasted sharpiy to l

his growing entanglement in Vietnam, and applying the magic
of eﬂﬁEE?ﬁon_ to international &turmoi1. Clearly struck‘lthe
President as a natural and beneficent extension of his sure
domestic touch -- especially since, 11ke foreign aid most of
its expenditures would be invested in this country, primariiy
to increase - international understanding among American
coiiege students, and to‘bring foreign-nationals to America
to better understand us. ° Johnson was to get his .Interna-
tional Education Act passed and its programs authorized in

’

~

y

e

~

1966, but Jjust bareiy, and without a penny of appropria-.

‘ tion.” The bill was passed on October 29, just one day

Tpresident Johnson emphasized'hfsrstrong commitment to

the international studies program in major addresses ats"the
Smithsonian Institution on September 16, 1965, in his January
12 State of the Union message for 1966, and in a February 2
message on World Health and Education. The Budget Bureau's
International Division regarded Frankel's program design as
"quasi-heroic" 1in "packaging" a grand "Johnson Doctrine" to
take the Great Society beyond our shores, but as essentially
“barren of new ideas. It would stand on education alone,
thereby excluding "health, persona¥security, social justice:
all the othér instruments for the international war on
poverty, disease, ignorance, prejudice." Worse, it would
establish "OE béachheadssabroad“ through a network of Educa-
tional Attaches to help Frankel's culturnal affairs officers
run “the Tocal U.S. alumni office." Worst of all, it ignored
the major fe@erai organization problems, dismissing them with
the naive assertion that "If the basic premises _and purposes
of such-a %Eogrmn can be clearly defined, the problem of
parcelling oyt operational responsibility for it to various
agencies should settle itself." Memo, International Division
to Cannon, 1 September 1965, Box 412, OMB Records Division,
Natiohal Archives.
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before the second session of the 89th Congress adjourned, and
the delay was to prove fatal. ‘Following the elections of
1966, the 90th Congress was to prove far more resistant to
President  Johnson's submissions, partly because his

"Goldwater wmajority" was considerably reduced, but also,

because of fundamentally altered fiscal and budgetary
circumstances. But in the meantime, outside task forces were
to take. a decided back seat as Califano mounted his
form1dab1e array of interagency task forces in the fall of

1965, 1ook1ng toward the January State of the Union and -

_Budget messages and the 1eg1s1at1ve.agenda;f0r 1966. -

The Keppel Interagency Task Force on Education of 1965
Of Califano's 13 interageney task forces of 1965, most

linked a sénior executive as chairman to problem and coordi-

nation areas under his jurisdiction -- e.g., Secretary
Orville Freeman on agriculture, Wirtz on labor, Weaver an
urban problems °and housing, Commissioner Keppel on

~

education.8 Two were ad hoc: Ink on reorganizing OE, and °

Attorney General Ramsey Clark on the Watts riot; and two were
special projects: Staats on adult work programs and Ackley
on pollution abatement. Moyers ‘took the initative iﬁiestab=
lishing Keppel's task force, inviting Cater on July 23 to

N

N : : -

8The others were Wilbur Cohen. on health, Alan Boyd on
maritime problems, Cohen on welfare, Stan]ey Surrey on tax
reform, and Boyd on transportation. Califano's status report
to the President of August 11 included task forces headed by
McPherson on population and family planning, Ackley on income
-maintenance, and, by mid- Septembe®, John Doar on civil
rights. But these do not appear in LBJ, Library archivist
Nancy Keegan Smith's compilation of 1978, é&d presumably were
dropped -- 1ike the original civil rights task force of 1964.
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meet with him and Keppel on July 27 to discuss the 1966

legislative program for they second session of the 89th

Congress. i& But the day after that meeting, Califano took
over, informing Secretary Celebrezze of the new Keppel task
force and zgﬁ?ﬁy‘to it Cater and Cannon. Shortly thereafter
the task force was completed with the addition of Phillip

DesMarais, deputy assiﬁﬁ\nt secretary of,HEW, and Stan1ey 7

Surrey, assistant secretary of -Treasury. The task force was
spa11, but it was genuinely interagency, and hence relatively

“free of the OE hierarchy and of &entra1 clearance-routines.

Califano inst.ucted the Keppel task force to prepare

position papers
.9

program areas:

(1) Relileve the doctoﬁ\ nurse, and medica1%§%§
technician shortage, especially in 11ght of the
new Medicare demands.

(2) Expand  financial aid to midd1e class
college stud nts.

.
(3) Dev lop a year-round preschdo1 education
program. .

(4) Refife the hastily’ developed ESEA Title
I so” as to reach more disadvantaged children and
. concentrate more heavily on their remediation.

(5) Devise a grant program for qudlity
improvement to selected institution of higher
learning, especially predominantly Negro
colleges.

(6) Explore how best to transfer NDEA stu-

dent loans, which were line items in the federal
(

N

9Memo,« Califano to Celebrezze, 28 Jh1y. 1965, EX 5A

600/T, WHCF, LBJ. Library.
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budget, to such off-budget devices as an "Eduyca-
- tional Development Bank." |

(7) Improve drop-out prevention for talented
students.

(8) Develop a program of international
education. :

Califano also asked for a 1ist by Auggi/.lo of priority needs
as seen by the task force. A .

On August 10, Keppel sent Califano his 1list of
priorities, and right at the top was his favorite, a program
of national assessment of educational progress. Keppel and
Gardner and the Carnegie Corporation had been promoting the
rational utiiity of generating a reasonable national bench-
~mark of learning progress against which to measure gains and
Tosses, especially in 1ight of the ESEA. But to those imbued
with the religion of local control, the concept of a national
assessment was as ominous as a national ministry of educa-
tion, and as wunAmerican. Keppel admitted as. much to
Califano:

Many educators, perhaps even the majority, are
dubious about any kind of national testing on
~the grounds that it would restrict imaginative
teaching, that results will discriminate in
favor of students from advantaged homes at the
expense of the disadvantaged, that comparison
will be made unfairly of one school system to
another, and fairly on those who do not care for
competition, and that the ultimate result will

be a rigid national curriculfg and the loss of
Tocal initiative and control.

10Memo, Keppel to Califano, 10 August 1965, EX ED FG
600/T, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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This was a .fair summary of the objections. Nevertheless,
Keppel was determined to proceed, albeit cautiously, through
sampies and small nibbles, while awaiting what was' to be
called the Coleman Report on schools and learning, which the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 had ordered aF By July of 1966.
Keppel's remaining three priority items were less novel: (2)
shoring up the base of education in personnel and buildings,
(3) more R&D im higher education, and special efforts in
international educat%on (this was pre-empted by the Rusk task
force), and (4) concentrating on such specific problems and
areas as, construction ai& to reduce northern 55;_13£33
segregation, an "educational TVA" for the backward southeast,
a larger effort. for. the handicapped and delinquent, and
retraining for workers displaced by teehno]ogica] advance.
Barring the d1spute over item #1, it was a sensible list, but
not a very moving -one -- in the spirit of the large reach of
the Gardner task force. -

But. if Keppel's education agenda for , 1966 legislation
for FY 1967 repré%ented' mostly marginal consolidation and
fine tuniﬁg, Califano reported to the President on August 11
that his 1nteragency task forces were expected to report that
fall on such novel 1deas as:

o A "Marshall Plan" to purge crime and blight

and make America's cities safe, healthy, and
comfortable.

o New welfare programs to provide the training
and incentive to induce the "“unemployable
unemployed" to become tax-producing, not

“tax-consuming citizens. _

0 A "medicare” program for children.

o A frontal attack on accidental highway
death. .
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Little of this was achieved, dii}iyen seriously tried, 1in
1965, for earlier priorities an contemporary political
rea?fti@s dictated otherwise. It was pfebany inherent in

‘the nature of interagency task forces, as distinguished from

outside task forces, to consolidate, rationaTizek and expand
at the margins rather than to reach boldly ahead (and Tet the,
Vine bureaucrats catch the attendant flak). Besides, Johnson
had charged the newly arrived, 34 year-old Caiifanb, with
three basic.legislative tasks for 1966: (1) orchestrate the
creation of a quartment' of Transportation, (2) “totally

rebuild the ghettos,” and (3) forge an open housing bi11.1l_

So Keppel's task force sensibly sought to consolidate recent

gains, and necessarily sought also to deal in reverse order

from the normal planning scenario by assessing the initial
effects and defects of the program they had politically ram-
rodded through in 1965, so as to fine-tune and tinker in
1966. : _ .
During August and September Cannon reported to Budget
Director Schultze (through Phillip S. Hughes, head of Legis-

Tative Reference) on the progress of the KeppeT task force. .

Most attention was being devoted, Cannon observed, to the

~concept -of an Education Development ‘Bank to provide off-.

budget, private bank-financed 1loans to col]ege students.

0ff-budget loans promised a dual advantage: (a) "They offer

an opportunity for getting around budgetary constraints and
providing large sums of money for desired programs; and (b)
they provide a way of trading off fadministrative budget
reductions on existing programs for budget increases in new

11Joseph A. Ca?ifano, Jr., A Presidential Nation (New
York: Norton, 1975), A

225

233

@D




programs.“l2 As for ESEA, attention centered on the proposal
of Otto Eckstein of the CEA to raise the annual family income
cutoff from $2,000 to $3,000. This promised to increase the
number of disadvantaged children covered from 5.5 to 8.1
million, and it would bring the ESEA definition of economi-
cally disadvantaged into closer alignment with the anti-
poverty war's definition. But it would also cost perhaps
$350 million more. Here Cannon inserted an "Editorial.
comment:" ’
The Commissioner of Education is taking an
extreme laissez-faire approach 1in handing out .
the money, so he will not be able to give any
assurances that the States and localities are _
being monitored in a way which would assure
effective use of the funds. The Commissioner of
Education probably will try to meet these
problems by pointing to his efforts to develop a
series of national standards for evaluating

performance of schools. However, this move has
politically explosive implications.

When Keppel sent his final task force report to Califano
on October 8, he emphasized dedicating the 1966 legislative
year to improved executive action and coordination of recenﬁa
"1y enacted legislation.l3 The report's recommendations
repeatedly shied awéy from major new financial commitments,
even while identifying pressing national needs: de facto

. 12Memo, Cannon to the Director, 30 August 1965, Box 412,
OMB Records Division, National Archives. In September
Commissioner Keppel became Assistant Secretary of HEW for
Education.

13Memo, Keppel to Califano, 8 October 1965, EX FG 600/T,
WHCF, LBJ Library. A more detailed.examination of the Keppel
task force of 1965 can be found in Hawkinson's dissertation,
Chapter V. : ’
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segregation in the North (with an estimated backlog of $15
biliion in school construction), tuition for middle class
college students (study the feasibility of an Educational
Development Bank), strengthen education in the southeast and
train professional personnel to run the Great Soc1ety
programs  ("within existing appropriat1ons") explore the
possibility of nationwide kindergarten for poor five-year-
olds. Program considerations in international and health
education would be deferred to the Rusk and Cohen task
forces. Even raising the poverty income line from $2,000 to .
$3, 000 would add 2.6 million more students at a cost of only
$350 million (that figure turned out to be an extremely low
estimate.) Best of all, for Keppel, the report's first
recommendation, that the federa] government undertake a
systematic national assessment of educational progress, could
be couched in the rhetoric of "Planning and Cost Analysis"
‘that was s0 deér to Califano. Secrecy and speed were also
dear to Califano, who on September 9 reminded his task force
chairmen that "Even if [a] Cabinet officer or Agency head is
on the committee, he should not be provided with a copy of
the report “ and on October 27 ordered the new HEW Secretary, -
John Gardner, to have the education task force prepare eight
additional studies and submit them by November . These
qua11t1es did not endear the brash Califano to Caufnet secre-

One
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~year later, there were upwards of 200,000. In addition to
the expanding war and its attendant inflationary pressures,
the intensifying cycle of summer race rioting, and the
acceleration of federal enforcemenf of school desegregation
guide]ines. had considerably soured the euphoric mood of
1965.  President Johnson's State of the Union message of
January 12 pledged both to presevere in Vietnam and to expand
the Great Society at home, and to do so within a lean, "anti-
inflationary,” yet record $112.8 biliion budget. This bud-
getary and programmatic tension set the essential tone of the
curious second congressional session, wherein the President’'s
b ‘ partisan "Goldwater majority" budgetaki]y boomerangéd on
him.”  Liberal Democratic majorities on the authorizing
committees repeatedly voted "budget-busting” increases over
the administration's recommendations. The growing tendency
"~ of substant1ve 1eg1s1at1ve authorizing committees to vote
large amounts for pet projects to please clientele groups,
thereby requiring the more conservative appropr1at1ons
committees to take “the heat for reducing expenditures, had
its or1g1n as far back as the Civil War, when the old monopiy
of the House and Senate appropriations” committees was
-broken.l4  oOver the years the authorizing committees had -
proliferated, especially in the House, and their powerful
chairs were strengthened by the senidrity system. But
congressional logic also suggested the proliferation "of
subcommittees and their staffs, and even the Legis1ative
Reorganization Act of 946 could not successfully throttle
them back, as the number of subcommittees surged to the 140s

* 14 ouis Fisher, President and Congress:  Power and
Policy (New York: Free Press, 1972), especially chapter 4.
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in both chambers by the 1970s. This process was unusually
accelerated in the middle 1960s in the committees handiing
education legislation, although in different ways and for
different reasons in the two chambers,1®

In the House, the Education and Labor Committee had

evolved as essentially a labor committee, dominated by

1iberal Democrats from the industrial. urban northeast and
midwest. ‘In  this partﬁsang ideological batt1@fmer

edé%ation programs were favored but were ancillary to such
1abor priorities as repea11ng Taft-Hartley's Section 14(b)
permiting state»“right to work” laws, and allowing common-
situs picketing. Unlike most congressional 'committees,
Education and Labor contained few southerners, and since 1959
Republicans had remained hopelessly outnumbered. Pro-labor
and . education bills were usually reported with lopsided
majorities, but were often killed or rewritten on the

floor. . Chairman Graham Barden (D.-NC) had ruled with firm-

seniority and with ideological moderation in the 1950s, but
in the middle 1960s, Chairman Adam Clayton Powell had

.unleashed the subcommittees to roam free, hiring their own

permanent staff on their own budgets.l® A member of the
dominant liberal-Democratic coalition (un]ike Barden), Powell
wanted to share credit for the large number of 1iberal bills

passed, and when his energies were concentrated, he could be

15Lawrence C Dodd and Richard L. Schott, Congress and

the Administrative State (New York: Wiley, 1979)

16Richard F. Fenno, Jr., Congressmen in Committees

(Boston: Little, Brown, 1973), studies six equivalent sets
of committees in both chambers from the 84th to the 89th
Congress (1955 to 1966), the education committees being one
of the sets. ' :
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very persuasive: But Powelil's érratic and frequently bizarre
behavior eventually destroyed the good will he had generated
by granting subcommittee autcmony. In addition to his widely
publicized public escapades -- his drinking and womanizing on
taxpayer-funded pleasure jaunts, his losing jousts with the -
courts, hi%ing his wife to perform committee services that
were never rendered -- the "Reverend" Powell was variously
déSCfibed by his committee ﬁo?ieagueé as unreliable, inatten-
tive, 'unfathomabTe, and given to quixotic unpredictabili-
ty.17 Worse,  from a policy perspective, Powell frequently
used his dﬁsappearing act to prevent committee action, and on
three major .occasions in the 89th Congress he delayed\irans=-
mital to Rules of bills that were dear to the heart of the
T1iberal-Democratic coaTition, his purpose being to hold them
hostage in bérgaining,for greater benefits exclusively for
black people (FEPC, black hiring in construction, and anti-
poverty money for Harlem -- the bills were repeal of 14(b) in

- 1965, and in -1966 the common-situs picketing . bill and the

antipoverty amendments). As White House aide “Henry Hall
Wilson wrote President Johnson during crucial House committee
markup sessions in mid-July, "The final hurdle will be Powell
who is out of  town this week. I am sure we .can expect

. bTackmail here, but we'll cross that bridge when we get to

jt.v18

In the Senate, the chairman of the'Labor and Public
Welfare Committee was Lister Hill of Alabama. HiT}/had been
an early champion of education legislation, but as resistance

\

/\_}

171pid, 130-32. | “)

184emo, Wilson to the President, 13 July 1966, £X LE/FA
2, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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and -he was named after the renowned English/suregon, Joseph
Lister). This left a free’ﬁeién to subcgmmittee qhairmao/
Wayne Morse, much as it had the year before -- but with two
radical differences. First, in 1965, Morse had dutifull
supported,the administration position and the House b111 n
'ESEA dowh to the iTast comma. But in /1966, the Presid nt§
wanted to consolidate, reform, and moderate the érowth of /the
Great Society's education programs, whereas Morse and/ his
\> | subcommittee and its clientele allies/wanted to expand it.
Second, whereas Morse had been willi g in 1965 to separate _
his antiwar views from his sponsors ip of the admi istra- Q;\\//.
tion's education program, by 1966 /he viewed the Nietnam )
escalation as a bitter tradeoff, with defense bui]dops and
. inflation directly competing for educational do]]arﬁ * Such
were the altered political, ideological, and persona1 circum-
stances of 1966, /

which was health (Hill cha1red his own subcommitte on health, //

The Case for Budgetary and Programmatic Restraint | ‘

As expected, the;President's State of the Union Message
of January 1966 set domestic priorities on creating a new
Department of Transportation/ from 35 existing agenc1es,

4 ~ concentrating on urban and enyironmental pollution prob]ems,
and seeking prohibition against racial discrimination in the
sale and rental of. housing.  Although President Johnson
promised to carry farward /with "full vigor" the previous
year's landmark programs in health and education, his Budget

Message of January 24 called for expenditures at a level of
$2 billion less than Congress had authorized for Great
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Society programs in 1965, and his health and education
message was not sent to Congress until March 1.19  Johnson
did budget significant: increases for educating the _disadva'n‘= f_
taged, but this was countegfa1anced‘by reductions in aid for
federally impacted areas and needy college students, reduc-
tiops that were bound to prompt objections in Congress.
Johnson's Budget Message of 1965 had emphasized Great
Society programs and de-emphasized defense. But his dilemma
in 1966 was pr1mar11y war-induced, with excess demand
inflation soaring dangerous1y after a recovery through 1965
" that had been essentially inflation-free, and the dilemma was
to prove increasingly intractable. The President's
rhetorical solution, of course, was to insist that America
could afford both guns and butter, and in theory at l¢ast he
was quite right -- as James Tobin has observed:
[TIhe socjetxvcou1d well afford both. Vietham
War spending‘.was never a large fraction of GNP,
and at its height the total defense budget was
smaller relative to the economy than in the
1950s. But in 1966 the economy could not
finance both without an idincrease 1in taxes.
Deficit financing overheated the economy and

began the era of inflation and instability st111
aff11ct1ng us. ‘

The President's motive was to save his
domestic programs from the cuts which a request

lgKlew York Times, 13 January 1966 and 25 January 1966.
The President proposed a budget for Great Society social pro- §§>
grams of $14 billion for fiscal 1967 (spending for fiscal
1966 was 'set at $10.8 billion), but the actual net governmen
outlays were closer to $12.9 b1111on, owing pr1mar1]y to neé\”
methods of financing and a¢counting. Clearly the new funding
levels were considerably reduced by the expanding demands of
the Vietnam War. Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1966, 286-
87. -
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for higher taxes would, % experience later : .
showed, surely have invited. ' :

But in practice, Johnson sought to minimize and obscure the A
extent of war spending, and his budget estimates invariab1y 3
underestimated defense outlays (in January of 1965 he |
-estimated\defense spending for fiscal 1966’at $49'bi11ibn,
but it exceeded $55 billion).2l He also sought to minimize
- domestic budget estimates through such devices to reduce net
government outlays as accelerated sale of government assets;
-savings estimates to be derived from program funding .
"reforms", such as in federally impacted areas aid, which
Congress was unlikely tJAacCept; and. shifting from line-item
to off—budget accounts, as in proposing to fun&_future NDEA
scholarship. loans. through federally guaranteed phivate
) loans.  Lyndon Johhson did not invent these devices of
.\» - budgetary legerdemain, but his early manipulations to hold
. \  the fiscal 1965 budget under $100 million had gained him a
” . -notoriety that was both earned and sustained throughout his
| adm1n1strat1on
- But as the Keppel task force had conc1uded there were
compelling practical reasons for program rationa1izat1on and
consolidation in 1966 that opehrated quite indepent of the
President's fiscal and budgetary constraints. The nub of it
was that too much money was being spent too fast in too’ many ’
places, and under too many categorical programs. For the

S
i 203 ame s Tobin, "The Political Economy of the 1960s," in R
Warner (ed.), Toward New Human Rights, 50.
2lcongress and the Nation, 1965-1968, 128. Johnson's o

original total budget estimate for fisca1 1967, $112.8
billion, fell short of ‘actual expenditures by approximate1y o

$12 billion.
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adm1n1strat1on %o propose and Congress to assent to pouring
more money into the new programs and also create even newer

ones, or new categories of benef1ciar1es'yor inclusion in the

old ones, would only compound the alread
implementation. The chaos of a rad1ca11y reorganized OE has
already been descirbed, from -the viewpoint of insider
~Washington.. But hearings beforé'Can1»Perkins' subcommi ttee
on elementary and secondary education in‘the-spring of 1966
elicited testimony from throughout the nation's school
“districts about the‘ prob1ems' encountered in implementing
ESEA. One of the most thoughtfu1 and’search1ng criticisms
came from . Professor George . LaNoue- of Columbia Teachers

severe problems of

Co11ege, who together with Dean Kelley had written what.

remains the most penetrating analysis. ‘of the church-state
settlement in ESEA.22 T .

- In his congress1ona1 testimony LaNoue concentrated on
general pgpblems of adninistratﬁon in Title 1-and on chirch-

state problems in Title II. First, he argued that the poli- -

tical attractiveness of setting Title I e1ig1b111tv standards

s0 1ow that 95% of the nation's 30,000 schoo1 districts could

qualify Clearly _attractedv “broad support in »Congress, but
concomitant1y'spread the funds too thin. At the same time,
it unwisely benefitted suburban school districts that
combined 1ittle poverty with superior'advantéges in applying
for grants and in attracting teachers with rare skills in
remediation. LaNoue cited his own affluent system in

: 22Dean M Kelley and George R. LaNoue, "The Church-State
Settlement in the Federal Aid to Education Act: A Legisla-
‘tive History," in Donald A. Giannella (ed.) Religion and the
Public Order: An Annual Review of Church and State and of

e ig1on, aw, Society, 19 Villanova, .- -60.

-
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suburban New Jersey, thch.héd been awarded $44 ,600 under
Title 1 “presumab]y‘abecause ‘a few more than 100 of the
roughly 7,000 children in the system meet the_[disadvantageqj
formula standards." .. ‘ N e

With .these funds, 10 -teachers who have special
skills have been hired for the second semester
to work with. the '"educationally deprived"
children of this already affluent and superjor
school system. Now you may say that this
situation wasn't exactTy what Congress had in .
mind when Title I was passed but no harm is
done. Unfortunately this is not true. Teachers
with these special/ skills are in very short
supply. Wealthy suburban communities already
have great advantages in hiring.  The Title 1
funds increased the "have" school system's
ability to take still more of the best teachers.
from the Chave not" f§h°°15 in the urban and
rural depressed areas. -

LaNoue's objection to the@implementation of Title Il.was that -
Everson's narrowly circumscribed, child-benefit theory upon -

which it was constitutio'EIIy based, and upon which the
-Congress had insisted, had been abandoned by the Office of
Education in its haste to |write implementing guidelines that
would maximize effgiency o administration. In the process,
aid-to-the-chi]d‘theony -- which wou]d’require, far instance,
a demonstration that private school children were being il
served by the community public libraries -- was implicitly
abandoned in favor of aid-to-the-institution practice, where-
by private school administrators' were inv};ed to submit

project applications for public funds to order books with'

N
‘e

= v : -

23Hear'ings before the.GeneraI Subcommittee on Education

of the House Committee on ucation an abor on the emen-

tary and Seconaary Education Amendments of 1966, BOth Cong.,
Znd sess., pt. 2 at 814 (18 March 1966). o
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which to permanently and unconstitu /gna11y $tock their
private libraries. LaNoue saw the roo;}:f the problem to 1ie
a - not primarily in a hectic drive fon max1mum eff1c1ency -dnd .
. speed in 1mD1ement1ng ESEA, but more fundamenta]]y in a bas1c .
confusion of principle, one that required recognition that an ‘c
emerging administrative commitment not .to aid children who '
were dembnstrab]y i11-served by public facilities as required .
by Everson, but rather to strengthen both public and private
(and hence including religious) 1nst1tut1ons.as, d
have to be abandoned | . , \\5\\\~1///§HCh’1mﬁfr
- The maSS1ve tomes that fa1thfu11y record “the long~ line
of testimony -before the education subcommittée hearings in
the spring of 1966 differ from ,those of ‘the immediate
previous years, however, in that the hoary churchrstafe issue .
was consciously downplayed.  This made LaNoue's testimony
somewhat Tgonely (test1fy1ng in assoc1at1on with the American
Civil Liberties Union was often a 1one1y endeavor), a]thouqh
Halperin privately conceded to Howe, Keppel,  and Cohen that
"LaNoue s argument is . br1111ant .and 1 am now convinced that
we will soon be in serious trouble over the adm1n1strat1on of
Title 11,24 Most of the 1966 testimony, -as was customary,
was from the same groups that had testified the yeag before,
was offered by the same spokesmen, and. hence tended to be - v
'repet1t1ve and predictahle. But the attent1on by LaNoue and.’
others.to problems of program design‘and jmp}ementation»was
welcomed and echoed by agency spokesmen who were quick to
acknowledge that the demonstrable " problems encountered in
! implementation demanded greater program coordination- and

. 24Memo, Halperin to Cohen and Keppe] 21 March 1966, EX .
LE/FA 2 wHCF LBJ Library. =




consolidation, rather than simply more funding and new
categories of aid. Commissioner Howe, who was received with
increasing hostility on the Hi11, both by southerners who
resented HEW enforcement of the school desegration
guidelines, and by northerners who' resented increased busing
to reduce de facto segregation (Congressman Paul Fina, a
Republican from the Brdnx, publicly denaunced Howe as a
"sociological quack"), vigorously resisted increased funding
for Title I, which would only produce “wasted funds [and]
inadequately planned expenditures" because the nation lacked
the trained manpower to absorb Title I, which in turn had led
to the stockpiling of electronic apparatus bdught “with
federal funds rather than to diréct\service to pupi?s.zs

~ To speak of 1966, then, in terms of. emerging "iron
triangles" in education is premature, because the éggressive
opposition of HEW and OE to Tiberal expansion of funding and
programs blunted the tendency toward a Togroiling, triangular
re1at1onsh1p with the clientele groups and the authorizing
subcommittees. But uh]ike the executive agencies, the latter
two groups felt 1Jittie bound by the administration's
constraints. Given- @ Tiberal Democratic Congress, an -
extraordinarily heaithy economy through 1965, and both the
rhetoric and the achievements of the Great Society thusfar,
. it was no surprise that 1966 should witness a scramble among
clientele groups for expansion of benefits.

k-4

254owe to Gardner, 14 JUT% 1966, EX LE/FA 2, WHCF, and
Cohen to Morse, 15 July 66, EX LE/FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library.

s
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The 1966 Coalition for Increased Education Programs
As soon as the President's cautious budget for education

began to circulate on the Hill and among the nest of educa-
tion 1obbies on DuPont Circie, & coalition of dissenters
began to form, and its complaints, demands, and momentum were
regulariy reported to the White House during the late winter
and early spring of 1966 by Ralph Huitt, who was HEW's
Assistant Secretary for legistation. On February 18 Huitt
described the renewed activities of a spectrum of -education
associations, ranging from the most unhappy to the merely
disgruntied, as fol1ows: 26

(1) The impacted areas superintendents, who

were confident that "they have the votes and

- need make no concessions" on expanding rather
than halving ‘impacted aid.

(2) The American Vocational Association,
which was "disgruntled" because FY 1967 budget
requested the appropriation of only $250.8
million of $319 million authorized, and demanded
"its own" work-study program because the oid
vocational work-study program was being phased
out and absorbed by Labor's Neighborhood Youth
Corps. :

(3)  The "well financed and ably Tled"
National Audio-Visual Association, which joined
producers of scientific instruments and encycio-
pedias 1in attacking the administration's call
for appropriations for teaching equipment and
college. 1ibrary materials at only half the level
of authorizations.

(4) The handicapped children's lobby, which
- enjoyed "the most complete bipartisan support,
particuliarly in the Senate."

26Memo, Huitt to Douglass Cater and Henry ‘Hall Wilson,
18 February 1966, EX FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library.

f;

238

24y




Because the church state {ssue
doesn’'t seem to arise in this area,
this interest is tooling up to get
benefits, including grants to paro-
chial schools for the handicapped,
which could scarely be contemplated
by many sponsors for regular school
programs. The Catholics, natural-
1y, are standing by, enthusiastic,
waiting to help. So this may be.
the year for a big handicapped
children's educational aid
provision . . .

(5) The American Library Association, which

called for a doubling of its recommended appro-
priations, and which enjoyed the one-two, lower-
and=higher education punch of its two main con-

stituent associations, the "big and articulate"

Association of School Libarians and the "in-
fluential" Association of Research Libraries.

Huitt reported the special resentment of the higher education
community: T

They are hurt and resentful at the Administra-
tion because they were not consulted jast fall
about the program. They resent the anonymous
“task forces," and especially the fact that they
do not know how to get their ideas into the task
forces. Most of aill, they have deep-seated
distrust of the Administration because the NDEA
loan conversion was sprung on them without
warning and without  adequate time to try to

carry it out. '
Huitt concluded ratheCbluntly that "The Administration's

failure in this and other attempted changes and reductions
has hurt its prestige with this group . . .
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proaching a time when we really will need them again.“2’ On
the somewhat more positive side, Huitt acknowledged with
relief that the million-member NEA was busy trying to get
ESEA off the ground, but neither could they be expected to
help the administration hold the 1ine against budget-busting
and program proliferation, since their top B@a@ership was
sti?? rankled over the failure to get classrocm construction
aid. The best news was that Edgar Fuller's querulous Council
of Chief State School Officers, “usuaily a dissenter from
Administration Tlegislative p‘ﬁans9 is now most quiescent"
(they had their hands full trying to run the new ESEA's Title
I and spending Title V's $17 milldon dollars), and this was
generally true of the usually like-minded American
Association of School Administrators. But if 1965 had been a
year of> fulfillment for the oid, general-interest 1line
'organizations of teachers and administrators (no group of
equivalent power represented the students), 1966 promised to
galvanize the special interest groups for -fnclusion and
expansion. And in such an unusally predominant liberal-
Democratic Congress, it was going to be difficult to spurn
pieas to extend aid to"chderen who were 'handicappeds
_orphans, delinquents, or living in foster homes, in addition
to including the children of Indians and migrant workers, as
the President had requested.

At the end of March Huitt sent Cater and Wiison an
analysis that Halperin had prepared of the congressional mood
and anticipated political response to the administration's
education proposais. Its essence was that Congress would .

27Memo, Huitt to Schultze, Cannon, Cater, and Wiison, 27
April 1966, EX LE FA/2, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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forget the old holy wars- and concentrate on fattening the
administration's inadequate budget.ﬂgﬁ
On committees handiing our legisliation there is
‘scarely a Democratic Member who is interested in
“holding the 1ine.” Rather, a substantial
‘majority seeks new programs with rather expen-
sive price tags. Some Members, particularly in
the Senate, feel that the President's budget for
education fs totally f{nadequate in a host of
areas. The most prevalent view on the authoriz-.
/ ing committees is that the Members should do
 "what is right" by authorizing substantially
more than is in the President's budget. Then,
some of these Members would not feel too badly
if the appropriations committees did not fully
fund these new programs. (Of course, the appro-
priations committees "are not happy about being-
made the “goats” by failing to appropriate w@gt
the majority of the Congress has authodfzed.]

Specifically, Halperin reported that “Not a single member
believes we have the votes to pass the [impacted areas] cuts
proposed by the Administration.” Given the administration's
modest increase for library services and'ccnStruction; "no
Key member ‘takes them seriously’. . . ." . The Council of
Chief State School Officers regarded the ESEA Title V budget
as a "cut,” and was confident of getting $8 million more from
Congress. As for Title I, 1966 looked like "the year of the
big push" for federal aid for the handicapped, especially in
the Senate, where a bipartisan committee looked “probably
unanimous,” and in the House Rep. Carey was pushing it as
anothe¢ way for fncreasing federal aid to Cathelic schools.
Also, /a major fight over the Titie 1 formula was assured,
i _

28Memo, Huitt to Cater and Wilson, 29 March 1966, EX
LE/FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library. Halperin's assessment was dated
March 22.




with "Mrs. Green, the Republican leadership, and certain
Democrats from poorer States (e.g., Yarborough, Hathaway)

~talk[ing] about the necessity of ‘correcting' the formula

before it is extended for 3-& years and thus becomes ®frozen’
into Tocal educational finance." On the othér side, urban

Democrats and Senator Javits (New York and California being
overrepresented on the education committees) demanded that
funding be based on census estimates of welfare (AFDC)
children updated to 1965; the retention of the\incentive
grants that politically sweetened ESEX in 1965, but that

regressively rewarded affluent suburbs; raising the poverty

definition from $2,000 to .$3,000 in FY 1967, not in FY 1968
as the administration requested; and inciuding institutional-
ized orphans and delinquents.

The Re§o1t of Senator Morse

Holding the budget Vine in the House was difficult given
the congressional spending mood, but the behavior of the key
personalities seemed familiar. Chairman Powell was relative-
Ty'cooperative when he was not in absentia; Perkins remained
a "loyal soldier"; Mrs. Green was "deviously stirring the
discontent of the Southerners."?% In Jate July Powell's
committee voted-the education biil out by a 20-0 vote (with 2
abstentions) that doubled the administration's requested
authorization for impacted area aid, and added $128 wmillion
in new authorization to Title I, mainly to facilitate a
cdmpromise over the distribution formula by providing more
both for poor southern states and northern urban areas. But

29Memo, Cater to the President, 22 June 1966, Cater
Files, Box 15, LBJ Library.
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Cater told Johngon it was "a surprisingly responsible resuit
‘considering the Morse subcommittee's behavior' in  the
Senate.”

Our real trouble {s in the Senate Committee.
Setator Morse made it clear at the opening of
thg\ggarings that he would accept Administration
arguments on the educational merits of various
amendments, but not on budgetary grounds. His
staff man, Chariie Lee, has been blissfully com-
piling one expensive amendment after another for
the subcommittee's consideration. They have al-
ready knocked out your cutback on impacted areas
and have indeed added a few extensions . . . .

There is no reasoning with Morse. I have talked
with Senator Hi11 and urged his assistance in
hoiding the Tine. So far, he has failed to
attend the subcommittee sessions.

I would recommend that you call Hill to the
White House for -a visit, remind him of his
responsibilities as the committee chairman, and
urge that he produce a bill you will not have to
veto. (}ﬁe talks about the bill as being “"veto
proof." ‘

Henry Hall Wilson wrote the President that "Senator Morse's
attitude appears to be [that] budgetary considerations are
meaningless and that you should save money by cutting dowﬁ
"spending in Vietﬁam9"31 and Wilson appended a recommendation
from Budget Director Schultze recommending a veto threat in
response to “the anarchy of Senator Morse's subcommittee,
which would add $1.5 billion ta’igz budget, an amount Cater

4

‘ 301bid. Johnson approved a meeting with Hill, and
added, "Also talk to Mansfield, Dirksen, et al."

3Memo, Wilson to ,the President, 13 July 1966, er
Files, Box 15, LBJ Library. i
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called "preposterous."32 When on July 15 the Morse committee
reported out Jjust such a bill, Cater advised Johnson on
"Talking Points with Senator Hi11," who was summoned to meet
with the President the following day, in angry language that
was highly unusual for the normaily restrained Cater:
1. Wayne Morse has declared war n his
President and is trying to. use @étcation
legislation as his weapon. Two days ago in

the higher education hearing he announced to
the witnesses that he was going "to piace

\ the responsibility for the Vietnam war where
it belongs -- on the doorstep of the White
House." . - . Morse has badgered witnesses,

not only from HEW but from the American
Council on Education who ‘sought to support
the Administration's proposals.

2. VYesterday, Morse reported out of subcom-
mittee the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act containing wmore than twice the
amount the Administration requested. This
was despite the fact that Secretary Gardner
called on him and presented a strong sup-
porting letter arguing against the proposed
increases. ‘

3. Your education advisors tell you this will
Tead to waste and ultimately to scandal in
the education program. Your economic
advisors tell you that to ignore this will
contribute to inflation. You are being
strongly urged to veto such a bill if it
comes out of Congress.

4, To veto an education bill would be 1ike
killing one of your own children. It will
not help you and it will not help members of

32uemo, Cater to the President, 14 July 1966, Cater
Files, Box 15, LB) Library. '
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Congress 350 are standing for re-election
this faill. :

TWé upshot of the Tate summer and early fall maneuvering
was ‘tHat. the President was able to exert enough pressure
through his personal and partisan influence over the congres-
sional leadership, including its cemmittee chairmen, to
@xtract 'a compromise that greatly stretched his budget and
considerably modified his legislative program, but gave him
enough to permit a November 3 signing of eight Great -Society
bills authorizing nearly $15 billion for New and expanded
prugrams in education, urban renewal, antipollution, health
caweg and consumer protect1on34 -- just five days before the
crucial off-year elections of 1966.

!

¢

In elementary and secondary education (HR 13161 became

until fiscal 1968 itsgprOposed increase of Title I's family

‘PL[tewso)g ‘the administration was successful in holding off

, po&erty floor from $2,000 to $3,000 annually, which would

rehu1re funds for an additional 300,000 children. When
Cohqress insisted on a??owing states to use the national
rather than their state averages in per pupil expenditure as

" a basis for Title I grants (thereby benefitting the poorer

stafes by an estimated $343 million), the administratibn was
able to postpone its impiementation untjl fiscal 1968 also.

33vemo, Cater to the President, 16 July 1966, Cater
Files, Box 15, LBJ Library.

3new York Times, 4 November 1966. The major bills..
inciuded $1.3 billion for Model Cities, $3.6 billion over
three years for higher education, $6.1 billion over two years
for lower education, $3.5 billion over five years to combat
water pollution, bills to advance "truth-in-packaging" and to
control hazardous substances, and expanded programs in public
health and medical manpower.
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The administration aiso was successful in repealing ESEA's
original 1incentive grant program, and 1in including the
children of Indians and migratory workers. On the other
hand, Congress ignored Johnson's plea for cutback and reform
of impacted aid, added a new title for handicapped children,
included orphans and neglected, delinquent, and foster-home

children, and generally boomed the budget to $6.1 b1111on for
two years (Johnson had asked for a Four=year authorizatvon
but wanted only $4.4 billion for the F1rst two years).

~In higher education, Tess was at stake, but Johnson got
most of what he requested except for phasing out the -NDEA's
existing direct student loan program in favor of the HEA's
formula for federally subsidized and guaranteed private
loahs with most of their cost éppearing ‘of f-budget. HR
14644 (PL 89-752) author1zed $3 6 b1111on over three years,
and the’ International Education Act (HR 14643 = PL 89-698)
was ‘passed with an author1zat1on of $131 m1111on, none of
which was ever appropr1ated 35 0vera11 the first session of
the 89th Congress had been a trium h, and the second had
certainly avoided disaster. On NoyemberAS, the voters would
render their quadrennial, offayeap/judgment on the first half
of the incumbent administration}é/term.

i

35Congressiona1 Quarterly Almanac, 1966, 286-316;
Eidenberg and Morey, Act of Congress, 175-206. COngress a]so
extended and expanded the L1brany‘3ervices and Construction
Q*Act and extended G.I. Bill of Rights education benefits to

peace . time "Cold War" veterans -- that is, servicemen who
became veterans after 31 January 1955, when the “Korean G.1I.
Bi1l of Rights" expired. ,
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The Quiet Sea Change of 1966
The fa11‘e1ections of 1966 occurred against a backdrop
of, budding .disaffection with war and inflation and urban
riots that were dimly perceived at the time, but that’ loom
large with hindsight. The ghetto riots of 1966 more closely -
approximated the widespread and sporadic patte%n of 1964 than
the mega-riot of Watts in 1965 (or of Detroit in 1967). But
in the summer of 1965 a fateful decision had been made, and
its cpnsequences‘were becoming cliearer by the fall of 1966.
On June 7, 1965, General Westmoreland requested that his.
American troop strength in Vietnam be increased from 75,00Q
to 175,000.  On July 28, President Johnson announced his
decision to grant the increase and to provide additional
forces as required by the field commander. In Planning a
Tragedy, Larry Berman concluded, on the basis of newly
"declassified White House documents, that Johnson took that
fateful step because he believed “"that 10sing Vietnam in the
summer of 1965 would wreck his plans for a truTy Great
Societj. . In doing so, he apparently gave very 1little
attention to where he would be six months or one year down
the road . . . . Thus did Lyndon Johnson commit slow
political suicide."36 But 16 months down the road, the U.S.
was fighting a ground war in Asia with a draftee*army in an .

age of television and a period of surging inflation. Even
Republicans who patriotically supported the President’s war
effort, as most of ﬁhem did, nevertheless stood to benefit
from the same kind of growing publjc disaffection that had

turned on. the Truman administration in the Korean War.
) ' 1.

36Larry Berman, Planning a Tragedy: The Americanization
of the War in Vietnam {New York: Norton, 1982), xx.
3] : '
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In elegant testimony to the staying power of the
equitibrium tendency in American politics, the Grand 01d
Party, which was feared near death after the crash with
Goldwater-in 1964, came roaring back in the fall of 1966 to
recépture 47 seats in the House, three in the Senate, and
also eight governor’s chairs (which gave them an even 25-25
statehouse split, and°their 25 states contained a majority of
the nation's population, especially with Rockefeller still,in
New York and new Governor Ronald Reagan in California).
Democrats-still cou]d'c1aim a substantial lead in the Senate
(64-36)" and the House (248-187), but the Republican resur-
gence clearly spelled trouble for the 90th Congress and the

- presidential election of 1968. Midterm losses by incumbent
adminstrations are of course standard fare, and by late 1966
the Republicans enjoyed numekous comeback advantages: the
Vietnam war and Johnson's falling popularity and "credibility
gap," rising inflation, surging ghetto riots and crime -- -
plus Tots of Republican money ($1.6. mil1ion to the Democrats’
'$250,000 spent at the national party level) and fresh new
candidates who were not in the Goldwater mold. :

~ Such results would seem to suggest for 1967 and the 90th
Congress a continuation and even intensification of the 1966
mood of prudent caution. By the end of 1966, there wére
389,000 U.S. troops in Vietnam, and the accompanying sufge of
Great Society/Vietham inflation was widely recognized and
deplored. Would President Johnson accordingly consoiidate
his fermidable "achievements in building the Great Society in
order to concentrate resources on turning -back communist
aggression in Vietnam? No. ‘Theré is a hint about the future
*Bf Great Society programmiﬁg in the disappearance at mid-
- chapter of Joseph Califano, who was replaced in the frenetic

%,
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world of whifg*House,and agency memo traffic by the 1ikes of
Cater, Wilsén, thu]tge, Coﬁen,‘Huitt, and Halperin, and this
is because we shifted from planning programs to passing
bills. Now we shall shift back to legisTative agénda.formu=

lation for the new and problematic 90th Congress, and to
Califano's burgeoning White House staff, which was to
approximate the NSC as a kind of domestic council, and was to

‘engage in brainstorming: campus visits and. task force

formation that wouTld dwarf the celebrated efforts of Moyers
and his colleagues in 1964. . ;
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CHAPTER SIX

) . FORGING THE CALIFANO SYSTEM: 1966-1967

Califano's Domestic Council ) ]
f//When Joe Ca]ifano‘joineq the whfte\abuse staff in,Ju]y

of /1965, he was charged by the President not only with the

broad duties of rep]ac1ng Bill Moyers, 'but ‘also with the

- specific tasks of orchestrating the combination of may

parts of 35 autonomous or semi-autonomous federal agencies
\Ehto a coherent Deoartment of Transportation, and of putting
together the Mode1 C1t1e;_ program. This appealed -to
Califano's preference for a planner's "total approach" to
.problem solving, much as did'the%PPBS system 5?\§ost=benefit
- analysis he imported from the:'Pentagon. The administration's
legislative success with both DOT, and Model Cities was
iestimon& to Califano's extraordinary skill and drive.l

Similarly, his disdain for the normal modes of central-

clearance program formulation led .him to embrace ~and '

v
o

=i

; ton Ca11fane s role in forming DOT, see Redford and
'Blissett, Organizing the Executive Branch, chapter thﬁagﬂ~and

Anderson, President”s Men, 357-64.
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elaborate upon the task force device he had inherited.? But
to do this he needed to build a tightly-knit doméstic staff
similar to the WNatfonal Security Council (and to, Nixon's
subsequent and formally designated Domestic Council).
Califano's closest assistant was his Harvard Law School
classmate, Deputy Special Counsel Lawrence E. Levinson, whose
role as Califano's alter ego was similar to- Feldman's
relationship to Sorensen. Joining Califano in 1966 was James
Gaither, who had Yed his Vaw class at Stanford; had clerked
for Chief Justice Warren, and who was to become Califano's
chief iiaison to the task forces.3 By 1967 Califano had
added Fred Bohen, a political scientist who came to the White
House by way of Princeton's Woodrow Wilson School (Califano
recruited Bohen from. the Heineman task force, where he was
executive director); and Matthew Nimetz, who had Ted his Taw
class at Harvard, studied at Oxford, and cierked for Justice
Harlan. Thier average age in 1967 was 32.

Two men who did not report to Califano were to function
closely with him and his young Turk staff in formulating
educational poiicyg‘ although for quité~ different reasons.
One was the veteran Douglass Cater, who would retain his
oversight of health and education policy in a vaguely defined ‘
refationship with Calffano, whd‘hevertheiess remained primus

" 2Califano interview with Robert Hawkinson (on tape), 11
~Jupe 1973, LBJ Library. Califano regarded the original task’

force reports of 1964-65 as "very general in their concliu-
sfons, even superficial,” especially im their lack of cost
estimates.

3The Gaither files are the chief repository for the task

force operations; see Nancy Smith, "Johnson Task Force
Operation,” LBJ Library.
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inter pares on the domestic White House staff, and who

admitted to Hawkinson that “I moved in on Cater." The other
senfor aide was Harry McPherson, who early in 1966 had
replaced Lee White as Special Counsel to the President.
McPherson was a native of Tyler, Texas (in 1965 he was 35),

~ had graduated from the University of the South (Sewanee),

studied at Columbia, and after Air Force service had earned a
law degree from the University of Texas. He had worked with
Lyndon Johason as counsel to the Democratic policy committee
of the Senate from 1956 to 1963, and he was wideTy regarded
as one of the most cultured, Vearned, and reflective members
of the White House staff.: In this capcity he had inheri ted
the departed Moyers' mantie as resident Texas brainy
humanitarian. ' )
McPheFson's recollection of his move from a senior State
Department post to the White House staff is revealing. He
had earlier declined a Moyers offer to become Lee MWpite's
deputy: o

.1 was looking out for myself, very specifi-

cally, as a matter of my place on thé greasy

pole. Coming from Assistant Secretary of

State, a position that required Senate copfir-

mation, over to be a deputy to semebody dn the

White House staff didn't strike me as thE
right thing to do for an upward mobile youth.

So Moyers ‘offered him a triai-on-loan arrangement Tooking
toward appointment as Special Assistant, "which would give me

4Transcript, McPherson Oral History Interview, - 19
December 1968, Tape #3, 15, LBJ Library. McPherson's 285-
page transcript from nine tapes represents the class of the
LBJ Library's rich oral history collection; the perceptive
and candid quality of his reflections also characterize his
memoir, A Political Education (Boston: Little, Brown, 1972).
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thewiout that I felt I needed."
So I said, "Okay, 1'd Tike to come."

I remember Bii11 Tooked -at me for a long
time and said, “Really?" He couldn't quite
believe 1{t, because even though he was
enjoying power, he aiso was suffering from it
and from his proximity to the President. Both
of us know the President very well, and we
knew his problems. 1 think what Moyers was
reflecting was his own sense of 1loss of
personal freedom here in the White House.
White he was already a person of very great
consequence in the Administration and had the
power of the White House under the Ppesidency
behind him when he spoke, he /Mmairtained a
genuine sense of Toss, I think, throughout his
time here that he was not back in the Peace
Corps or in some other organization in which
he had freedom to run the thing as he chose --
freedom from the white telephone of President
Johnson. And he knew that I had that freedom
in the State Department and was a Tittle
incredulous that I would want to give it up.
But I'm afraid, to be entgreTy candid, that I :
was very much tike Moyers. : .

"UnTike Cater, +McPherson's policy concerns were as wide-
vahging as the Presidency, and hence' he normaily would have
had relatively Tittle gconnection with the development of
education policy. But in 1966 the Vietnam War was heating up
and Johnson's popularity was falling, especially on the
university campuses that had been the mainstays of the 1964-
65 task forces. 1If task forcing was to be greatly expanded,
+ then so wou7d~bn1versity cénfactsg and McPherson, 1ike Moyers
before him, would be ‘a visible reminder that Texas Democrats
in high administrative positions couid stiTT‘speak with the

SHcPherson oral history, 16-17. : &
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voice of urbane liberalism, corn pone.accentd notwithstand-
ing.

The Campus Visits of 1966 |

In early May, léﬁﬁi Johnson recéived & c6afidentia1 memo
from Robert E. Kintner, a close friend of the President who
had joined the White House staff in March, ostensibly as
secretary of the Cabinet. But as a former Washington
columnist and later president of ABC and NBC, Kintner's main

task was to cultivate media contacts and to improve Johnson's
image.6 Kintér said he had been wracking his brains as to
how an academic atmosphere could be created around the
President, so he proposed monthly White House dinner meetings
"to discuss ideas and to get reactions from academic
~circles." Invited would be. eitherh the presidents of two
colleges covering six reg1ons of the country, or "a very
bright professor in his “Jate 30's" selected by the college
presidents. ' '

. There is a potential for good ideas coming
from such a group, but more importantiy, 1
think, a potential for creating an.affirmative.
public impression. To some degree, i sem-
bles the New Deal Brain Trust that Rgosevelt

6Larry Berman, "Johnson and the White House Staff," in:
Divine (ed.), Exploring The Johnson Years, 195.  Although
Anderson and Redford & Blissett never mention the marginal
Kintner, Berman concentrates on him, apparently because he
lefd so many memoes in the Johnson archives. This may
illustrate the potential dangers of archival research, since
it is not clear whether the memoes were of much conse-
quence. Joseph Laitin, a veteran bureaucractic survivor,
recalls that Kintner cranked out so many self-important
memoes because he had 1ittle eise of substance to do.
Laitin, interview with the author, 26 April 1981.
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used very informally, to wit: Frankfurter,
Corcoran, Cohen, Hopkins, Moley.

Perhaps I am reaching too much, but I hear on
all sides that the “intellectual community"
and ‘"youth" are areas of the public influence
where some affirn?t1ve9 remed®el action _should
be taken by you."

Johnson checked the "Yes" box, and scribbied: "I Vike this."
Kintner had conceded at the outset that "this may sound
1ike a very wild idea,” and Walt Rostow, who had been sent a
copy, thought that indeed. it was. On May 11 he wrote Johnson
that "theaprobTem with the college presidents is that discus-
sfons will tend to be diffuse, unprepared, and unconnected
with actions you are undertaking."” Rostow recommended
instead that ‘the outside task fsrces9 whoée members were
carefuily screened and whose deliberations were focused, be ‘
brought in to discuss their reports.8 But since this was
often done anyway, there were so few .outside task forces
scheduled that summer, and in any event such discussions only
minimally vreached out to the campuses, Johnson decided
instead to send the three-man team of Califano, Cater, and
'McPherson to wvisit Five regional campuses for academ1c
dinners and discussions in June and early July to test the
political waters.
‘ The academic trips b@gan éérTy in June with a Columbia-
~centered trip that inciuded historian N?TTT&m L@uchtenburgg_
who had published the previous -April in the Reporter an

4

"Memo, Kintner to the President, 9 May 19669 EX ED PR
18, WHCF, LBJ Library.

BMemo, Rostow to the Presﬁdent 11 May 1966, EX ED COl-
1, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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approving article on the original Johnson task forces. The
New York group aiso inciuded officiais from the Ford Founda-
ti&ﬁc IBM, and Scientific American. MNext came a Cambridge
trip that combined eleven Harvard professors, three from MIT,
and Wesleyan's Daniel Patrick Moynihan (Harvard's contingent
Tncluded Don Price, James Q. Wilson, Thomas'Pettigrew, Otto
Eckstein, and Dean Theodore Sizer of the Graduate School of
Education; MIT's inciuded economists Paul Samuelson and
Robert Solow, and poilitical scientist Myron Weiner). The
White House ‘trio visited with twelve University of Texas
professors in Austin in wid-June, then on to Los Angeies to
combine nine academicians from UCLA and Berkeley, five.from
Stanférdg and four . from Cal Tech. The TJlast visit, to
Chicago, came on July 12, where University of Chicago Provost
Edward Levi was joined by 14 campus colieagues, plus small
professorial delegations from I11inois, Michigan, Minnesota,
Northwestern, Notre Dame, and Wisconsin.

On ail five visits the three senjor White House staffers
asked three questions: (1) Where does the Great Society go
from here? (2) What are the needs still Teft unmet? and (3)
What are the new problems We create by our solutions to old
probiems? On August 9 Califano reported to the President
that over the summer his gﬁoup had seen a total of 81
professors and experts from 16 unfversities, plus some

representatives from major foundations and fimms, and that
his staff, under the direction of newly added James Gaither,
had compiled an "idea book" three inches thick, from which
they would cull the best for Johnson's night reading the
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following day.? Califano attached a st -of the attendees

and their institutional affilfations, and four sample “Dear
Joe® letters averaging four sﬁngﬂeéspaced typed pages and
written in response to Califano's follow-up thank-you
letters, which invited further comments and suggestions.
Since the campus visits were \gp@@ted in 1967 on a more
systematic and planned basis, an analysis of their apparent
relationship to the mature Califano system of program forwmu-
Jation will await that discussion, especially as regérds two
of the campus visits’ main purposes: (1) the soiicitation of

@Memcs, Califano to the President, 9 August 1966,
Califano Files, Box 63, LBJ Library. In his oral hiStory,
 Gaither reports that in addition to the campus visits,
Califano solicited ideas from all the members of the White
House staff, all agency and department heads, and such key
political appointees as Robert' Wood and Charles Haar
(recruited from previous task forces). Gaither hit the
ground running: ’

> : ) .
(T began really the day I got here, which was July 27, 1966,

‘with the representatives from CEA, Budget, 0ST, to collect
jdeas from virtually every source imaginable . . - Sid
vBrown, who was formerly a special assistant to Charles
Schultze who was Director of the Budget; Bill Hooper from
0ST; and Wilford Lewis from CEA. We collected ideas from
virtually every budget examiner and every top official on the
Budget Bureau, all of the so-called idea men in government --
‘people 1ike Herb Holliman (?) who was Under Secretary of
Commerce and was always full of ideas; Wilbur Cohen; members

of the Council of Economic Advisors; Charlie Zwick- who. was -

Assistant Director of the Budget; Bill Cannon, who- was
division chief of the education and Science Division in the
Budget Bureau -- bright youngpe031gu;n the government 1ike
Les Brown of the Department of -Agrictlture for one. And we
had a series of meetings with bright young people in the
goverrment who had been identified by John Macy.

Transeript, Gaither Oral -History Interview, 15 November 1968,
Tape #1, 5, LBJ Library. .




new program ideas, and (2) the maintenance of a sympathetic

White House presence on the prestige campuses during a period
of rising campus unrest. The third purpose of the academic
dinners,‘.taTent recru%ting,‘ is somewhat easier to trace,
especially in relationship to the Targe'new battaiion of out-

side task forces that Califano was simultaneously recruiting.

The Califano Task Force @p@r@tﬁ@h of 1966

 Compared to the previous year's four outside task forces
established by HMoyers, Califano in 1966 Vaunched eleven.l0
Califano met for two four-hour sessions in his office with
Schuitze and his deputy, Phillip (Sam) Hughes, Cater,
McPherson, and Gaither to eTiminate‘unpromising ideas and- to .

construct a Tist of [ﬁew task forces (by topic, not by

membership) for pre51dent1a1 approva] Gaither recalls that

Johnson's approval was almost aTways_granted, although John-
son often objected to specific members, especially when com-

plaining about regional (i.e., Ivy League) imbalance. Six of

the eleven outside task forces of 1966 were six-month efforts
designed to deal with fairly specific problem areas % i.e.,

American Indians, campaign finance, career .development,

10Rostow's memo to Johnson of 11.May 1966 mentions
outside groups working in the international area that are not
reflected in Nancy Smith's 1ist of 26 June 1978, which in
turn drew heavily from the Gaither files on domestic task
force operations. Ciearly the Smith master 1ist largely
excludes task forcing in foreign affairs, which in any event
would Tikely have remained smail, elite, mainly in-house, and
highly confidential. Johnson and h1s'fore1gn po11cy advisors
would surely never have dreamed of commissioning an outside
task force dominated by university professors and charged
with determining what best to do about Vietnam or the
~ Dominican Republic.




emergency Tlabor disputes, intergovernmental personnel,
nursing homes and the elderly -- and their reportiﬁgrdates
were in December of 1966. But the remaining five invoived
broad po}icy areas and were asked to report the following
year, most of them a full year later, in the midsummer of
1967. On the eleven outside task forces of 1966 sat 112
members (again exclusive of the executive secretaries and
White House Viaisons), 51 of whom were unjversity-based. A
dozen of the latter were drawn from the academic dinners (and
doubtless many more were recruited through that network?, and
these were highly concentrated on the five broad-poiicy task
forces. One of these was discussed before: Ben Heineman's
task force on Government Reorganization. On it sat Dean
B§y1ess Manning gf the Stanford Law School and Chancelior
Harry Ransom of the University of Texas, men who had dined
with Califano on the California and Texas trips. Paul
Yivisaker of the Ford Foundation chaired %he(major task force
on cities, where he was joined by fellow academic dinner
veterans Julian Levi, the task force vice chairman from the
University of Chicago, and Harvard economist John Dunlop and
education dean Theodore Sizer. Joseph Hunt's important task
force on Child Development contained, surprisingly, no

veterans from the academic dinners, but George Schultz's on

Urban Empioyment Opportunities invoived Texas law professor
Jerre Williams. Most important of all, William Friday's task
force on Education -- the only successor to the Gardner out-
side task force <-- . included Levi of Chicago and Pettigrew
of Harvard. - Y ‘

But the Tegisiative and policy recommendations of these
groups could not be considered until a year hence, when they
would be fed in midsummer 1967 to short-term interagency task

/
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_ forces for winnowing and costing out, Tooking toward the
President's ultimate pre-Christmas decisions down at the
ranch, and then the State of the Unjon and Budget messages in
January 1968. Meanwhile, the President and his domestic
staff faced the 1ikely prospect of a more Republican and
hostile Congress in January of 1967, and toward this end
Califano appointed an unprecedented 34 interagency task
forces (as against 13 the previous year). Most of these once
again linked a Cabinet or subcabinet agency head to a policy
area that obviously fell under his or her jurisdiction --
e.g., Katzenbach and CTarhon civil rights, Weaver on housing
and urban development, Schultze on economic growth, Macy on
government  personnel, Esther  Peterson on  consumer
protection. Some were highly specialized, such as Lee
White's on pipeline safety, Willard Wirtz's on wage
garnishment, Orville Freeman's on meat inspection, Ramsey
Clark's of compensation for real prope%ty. The chief virtue
_of q11 OJ them was the forcing of interagency dialoque, if
not neceséarj]y cooperation, and the setting of deadlines for
the legislative program and budget cycle. No agency head got
more heavily assigned by Califano than John Gardner, who not
only got health (which he shared with Phillip Lee), education
(which he bucked down to Commissioner Howe), and older
Americans (which he passed along tolwi1bur Cohen), but also,
and rather oddly, accident prevention.

Reporting on the last day of October, the Gardner inter-

agency task force on education of 1966 was of 1ittie conse-
guence, and its final report was a rather formiess jumble.
Aé Cannon reported‘to the Budget Director, it nibbled at the
margins to the modest tune of perhaps $125 million in new
obligational authority (NOA), and administrat%ve?y sought to

Y




tidy up loose ends, consistent with the genéra?ized mood that
1966 was a year of consolfdation, and 1967 was a year of
unknowns with a new Congress.ll  But Cannon's Director, /
Charies Schuitze, was growing alarmed in the fall of 1966
about the way rising inflation and Vietnam war costs were
whipsawing the administration, and he wrote the President to
warn about one budget probiem that stood out above all

others:

That problem is simply that we are not ahle to
fund adequately the new Great Society pro-
grams. At the same- time, - States, cities,
depressed areas and individuals have been‘led
to expect immediaté delivery of benéfits from
Great Society programs to a degree that is not
realistic. is leads to frustration, loss of e
credibility, and even deterioration of State
and 1ocal services as they hang back on making
normal commitments in order to apply for
Federal aid which does not materiaiize.

Y

llMemo, Elliott to the Director, 21 October 1966; Cannon
to the Director, 3 December 1966, Box 412; Cannon to- the
director, 6 December 1966, Box 414, OMB Records Division,
National Archives. , '
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Backlog, lnqueuing, and griping build up
steadily.” < .

Schultze was especially concerned because Califano's burgeon-
ing staff had cranked up the task force machinery to a fever
pitch, thereby generating a profusion of new legislative pro-
posais that would attract congressional,and clientele support
in a period of increasing fiscal deterioration that was cer-
tain to underfund even the existing Great Society programs.

. . . we.are now in the process of developing
a wide range of new legislative proposals .

+ Adeauate funding will be a very tough pro-
‘blem even if there are no new programs . . .
in the present budget situation 1 see¢ very
Tittle hope of any significant expenditure
buildup on existing Great Society programs . .
. As I see it, The situation will get worse
instead of better unless we decide to. digest
what we already have on our plate before
reaching for more. We should be extremely

leemo Schultze to the President, 7 November 1966, EX
FI 4, WHCF, LBJ Library. The remarkab]e speed with which the
f1sca1 and budgetary window of opportunity 6f 1965 dis-
appeared is illustrated by. two memoes to the President from

CEA chaimman Gardner Ackley. On June 2, 1965, Ackley wrote

Johnson that the CEA had met with eight of its senior acade-
mic consu]tants and all agreed that in light of a s]ow1nq
growth rate, "they would like to see more fiscal stimulus in

early 1966. 1In any case, they urged a strongly expansionary

budget” for fiscal 1967." On this note the budgetarily huge
and fiscally redistributionist ESEA and HEA went roaring
through. But by December of 1965, Ackley was calling for "a
significant tax increase . . . to prevent an intolerabie
degree of inflationary pressure" Memo, Ackley to the
President, 2 June 1965, EX FG 11-0; and 17 December 1965, EX
F 14, wHCF LBJ Library
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selective in gdopt1nq new Task: Force )
recommenaat1ons

On the following day the midterm elections with their
Republican boost in -the House added their ‘bellwether burden
to the adm1n1strat10n s more cautious mood.

The Task Forces Versus the Budget
One f1na1 element of confusion surfaced late and
unexpectediy that fall as the administration looked toward

placing before the uncertain 90th Congress its 1967 Tegis-
~lative proposals for fiscal 1968. During that hectic
December, when the disparate proposals from approximately 40
task\foﬁces were be1n?xxﬁz1ed, pruned, blended, priced out,
and forged into some ‘theoretically coherent and affordable
legislative ‘package for the President's-use in January's
State of . the Union, Economic, and Budget (and subsequent
special legislative) messages, it was discovergd'that the new
legisiative program and the budget didn't mesh. As Gaither
candidly admitted:
One of the most serious problems was that
we had not paid much attention to the budget
in the development of the legislative program
for 1967. And while we had everything priced
out and showed all the dollar figures on the .
outline and in the presentat1on to the Presi-

dent, we never really checked to make fgre
that all those dollars were in the budget.

The result was ‘that they weren't, not by a long shot.

131pid.

14Transcript - Gaither Oral History Interview, 19
November 1968, Tape #3, 2, LBJ Library. '
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So in January we found out that we had a.
beautiful legislative program and no money in
the budget, and the budget had already been
printed. So [on January 4th or 5th] we had a
wild six or eight hour meeting with Califano
and Schultze and me to try to put some money
~into the budget for the ke* elements of the
President's program in 1967. 5 '

The Budget Bureau's admiﬁistrative” history assesses the
‘problem “in drier official prose, but without fundamental
disagreement, as folloys: ’ _ s

o - The program proposals and the budget add-
ons being generated by the task force
reports ~invoived large resources, often
totaling many billions for the first year
and with occasional individual proposals
on a multi-billion dollar scale.

0 Task forces were generating new ideas and
N proaram proposals without any gquidance
with respect to fiscal resource con-
straints while such constraints were a
Targe element in regulfar budget planning,
‘particularly under the tight. budget
guidelines necessitated by the growing
costs of the Vietnam conflict [emphasis
added]. Moreover, no specific arrange-
ment existed for obtaining the judgment
,0f a task force on the relative priority

of its various proposals.

0 As task force efforts hrpadened it became
clear that there was a substantial over-
. lap. between task force proposals and
those being considered in the regular
-~ budget process. The task force reports
often inciuded recommendations for expan-
sion of existing programs and these
proposals were frequently at a variance
with those that were submitted to the

151pid,. 3. - b e
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Bureau through regular channels. Propo-
sals were being wmade to the White House
that an agency could not accommodate fin
{ts budget requests. .

The ad hoc costing of task forces and_
legisTative -proposals was not being
carried on in a unifown basis and fre-
quently with no provisions for exploring
costs several years ahead. This left a
substantial gap in data necessary gow
decisiop making on national programs.

This meant a frenetically scramblied beginning for the first
sessfon of the 90th Congress, but in  the Tonger run, and
especially in Tight of Schultze's ominous warning that the
adminiét?ation was starving 'the—- old Great Society programs

[5=Y

while devéloping new. ones, it boded 111 for the crucial

working relationship between the Budget Bureau and the White
House. o o ' | 7
In 1967 Schultze and Califano worked hard to establish a
more systematic feedback relationship between the Bureau, the

~ agencies, and the increasingly White House-centered planning

operation for the legisiative program. But part of this very

. process was the enlargement of Califano's progrém staff in

the spring jof 1967 throug'h the addition of Fred B'ohen, to

specialize in housihg and urban development, and Matthew

Nimetz, who covered crime and-conservation (Teaving Gaither,
who -had_ been spread far too thin coordinating more than 40
task forces ‘i{r_ 1966, to concentrate. on manpower, health,
education, and poverty). . But the increased staff allowed

them to Taunch 35 new task forces in 1967 (eleven outside and -

g A
. |

;

1

16gyreau of the Budget Administratwe H‘iStO?‘yg Voi. I,
Part 111, "The Bureau's Contributions to Program l@ve‘iop-s
ment,"” 101=~02 LBJ L‘ibmr_yo
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24 1interagency) while processing the five outside reports
that were due that year. This meant that’lan energetic and
1ncréasing1y efficient engine had been_created to paés new

» Taws and create new programs and propose even newer ones and

spend and commit the new funds this inevitably required, and

a1l of this while the fiscal and. budge “pressures gener-
ated by'iﬁﬁ1ation and war were pressing revgr harder in the

opposite direction. Caught in the middle was the Biidget
Bureau, and Schultze was moved to confront am unwilling
President with this worsening dilemma as early as the fé11 of
1966. But the severity and danger of the_coming crunch were
not yet gererally recognized. Most attention was turned more
immediately touthe Great‘Soqiety's prospects with the new
90th Congress. |

The Hunt Task Force on Child Development

. ,“TheAincreasing tension bhetween task force brainstorming
{oward new Great Society programs on the one handZ and on the
other the iighteninglconstraints of war, inflation, ghetto
riots, and partisan political arithmetic, is nicely illus-
tratéd by the brief but lively career of the outside task
force on child development of 1966-67. Its origin .lay in the

- . . > R .
1966 campus visits of Califano's academic dinner circuit, as

recalled by .Jim Gaither{ ,

When Califano and I and other members of the
White House staff traveled around the country
"talking to academics 1in- the early summer of
'66, everybody kept saying, "One of the pro-
blems which you're missing is child develop-
ment." By the time kids get into Head Start
at age five or six, as they were then doing,.
it was too late. ,They were saying that a
child's ultimate capacity was fifty percent
developed by the time he was five or six: and

s
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by the time he was eight, 1t was eighty
percent established; and that the most rapid
A point of growth was before, really between two
q ~and four, and 'some were suggesting that it was
sooner. And they pointed to an awful lot of
the federal efforts where ‘indeed what we were
o doing was ceming in at a late stage and trying
to compensate for the handicaps which these
disadvantaged children had already deyelop-
ed. So that basically was the question we
asked this outside group. What are the _—
critical phases'of a child's developmept ‘and '
what can we o fbout it?  What shouTd the
- federal role be?!

Caljfano urged the task force on Cater, who in turn dwscussed

it with Wilbur Cohen w1fﬁ1n the context of a current Ladies

Home Journal series on pational day care needs. Cohen in

turn discussed it with Cannon, and they suggested an inter-

agency task force with Cater as chairman joined by represen-

tatives from BOB (Cannon), HEW (Lisle Carter), OEO (Jules
Sugarman), and CEA (Ben Okner).18 But Califano, fresh from

his academic tours, wanted to tap the‘universiti@s, so he
formed. an outside task fo;ceg one paraliel to the Friday task

force on education,. but focusing exciusively on children, BN
rough?y* from prenatal through kindergarten. Appointed to (j { ,
head the task force was psychologist Joseph McV. Hunt of the |
University of I17inois, and joining him on the distinguished
16-member group were SUCh'academic notabies as Jerome Bruner

L]

] : 176aither oral -history, t@péa#ls 20, LBJ Lﬁbraryo

i 18Mem5 Cater to Califano, 10 August 1966: Cehen to
Cat@rg 27 Jun@ 1966, EX FA 2 WHCF, LBJ Library.

i
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of Harvard, Nicholas Hobbs of Stanfbrd,vUrig Bronfenbrenner
of Cornell, and Oscar Lewis of I111nofs.io

Like the Friday task force and indeed wost outside)task
forces, the Hunt group was originally giéen a year to
report. But accordjng to Gaither, "then the President said,
no, he thought this was.too 1nportant that they ought to get
their recommendations 1in and have a program ready for
1967."20  The academics however, were accustomed to unhurried
scholarly de?iberation; especiaTTy on such important matters,

‘and they gtout?y resisted the new forced march timetable --

to Gaither's considerable dismay.

19The Hunt task force grew T1ike Topsy, with anthro-

‘p011gst Oscar Lewis being subsequently jnvited to add socio-

logical weight on the culture of poverty; Susan Gray of
Peadbody on educating the parent$ of the poor; Joseph Reid as
a. chitd welfare specialist; and. Mari Costeilo of
Philadelphia's Health & Welfare Council -- at\Hunt's sugges-
tion, to "he?p with the Catholics in getting~any program
passegg“ i.e., family. planning and contraceptioh. Memo,
Califano to the President, 15 October 6, EX FA 2, WHCF,
LBJ Libraﬁy Other members of the task fo¥ce were Robert
Cook of Johns Hopkins, John Goodlad of UCLA, ‘Edmond Gordon of
Yeshiva, Halbert Robinson of North Carolina, George Tarjan of
Los Angeles' MNeuropsychiatic Institute, and Lois Murphy of
the Menninger Clinic, with both Cater and Gaither as White
House representatives. Hunt had written widely on the

- Montessori method and pre-school enrichment as an-antidote

for cultural deprivation, and his book Intelligence” and
Experience (New York: Ronald, 1961) was thé most frequently
cited source in the report, although Oscar Lewis’'s _The
Children of Sanchez was frequently cited on the debiiitatinag

effects of the culture of poverty. Bronfenbremner had pub-
Tished quite recently (in 1966 and 1967) on the effects of
early” deprivation in mammals and man and the psychological
costy of quality and equality in education. The 157-page
report was. @ collective effort, but it especially bears the
distinctive imprint of Hunt and Bronfenbrenner.

20531 ther oral history, tape #1, 20.
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They rebellied and at one point were on the
verge of resigning. They basicalily said, "We
can never g@t any consensus by mid-December;
we don't koow enough facts; we may know a
Jittle about he?ping really disadvantaged
chiidren, but we don't know, once you pass a
certain stage, what you can ?eaTﬂy do that can:
help semi-disadvantaged childréh or well- toado
children -~ just too many guestions.

Gardner came to the r@scue

Well, when they threw up their hands I guess
probab?y around the first of November after
they'd been at work for roughly a month and
had had twb or three meetings, John Gardner
happened to come to the meeting where they
threw up. their hands. And it was very
iﬁterestvng to.see Johg get up, having had the

. experience of running task force in ‘64 as

well as some experience as the Secretary of
HEW, stand up before this group and in effect
Tecture and challenge them.

Gaither.recalls Gardner's chewing-out in paraphrase:

“Basvca11y there isn't a_ man in this room who
hasn't spent at least fifteen years in, this
field, and there isn't anyone in this rocm who
hasn’ t for most of that time written or lec-
tured and told the American peopie all of the
problems that they saw in this field; what a

-terrible job that we were doing in terms of

meeting the needs of disadvantaged c¢children
and the importance of early childhood educa-
tion and deveiopment; and then when the Presi-
dent asks you for a recommendation, you throw

" up, your hands and say, Oh,I don't know what

the answer is . . . the President and this
country doesn’'t have to be one hundred percent
sure in a field as compiicated as child devel-
opment; you never will be one hundred percent
sure that the solution you're recemmending is
the right one, but when you're seventy-five
percent. sure and you know that theve are
virtually no risks attached to that proposal,
then you ought to recommend that it be done.”
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So they didf By the end of November, their basic recquenda-
tions were crystalized, and Hunt submitted their formal
report on January 14.

Entitied "A Bi11 of Rights for Children,"” the Hunt

‘h@port was a bold, f@@hesﬁve; and moving treatise on .the .'

massive and tragic waste of human potential that fiowed from
disastrous child-rearing patterns 1in poverty, @speciale
among urban “Negroes." 1t included a nice historical

section, observing with appropriate {irony that almost

immediately after the establishment of the Children's Bureau
in 1912, which was sponsored by Repub?ican Senator Wilidjam E.
Borah and signed into law by Republican President Taft, the
old progressive era solicitude for cfilid welfare began to
fade. . The opposing forces finciuded social Darwinism and
genetic determinism, as transmitted {nto America's nascent
.social science by Francis Galton and G. Stanley Hall. But
modern biological and so;ia1 science had TVearned that the
early environment was crucial in snow mosquitoes and sala-
manders and‘geese'and mammals alike, but.became ever more
crucial as oﬁe ascended the ‘phylogenetic scale.. Clearly slum
rgaring guaranteed severely stunted potential in its wasted
‘and‘dangerbus chiidren. Head Start was splendid (although it
was distrubingly devoid of successful male role models), but

B
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it began way too late (the years of maximum atrophy were from -
two to four) and was too short-1ived.2l

A Federal Ombudsman for Chilidren?

‘ The Hunt Report generated enormous excitement in the
White House, moreso even than the famous Gardner Report, and
its substantive recommendations, which centered on earlier

intervention and Head Start'fo11ow=through, were greeted with
22

enthusiasm. But jits chief procedural and symbolic recom-
mendations ~ were politically explosive. The vreport dryly
observed that "children do not vote," and bitterly observed
that whereas in 1967 federal benefits. and services for the {2;/‘
million people over 65 who were very good at voting would
total $25.7 billion, averaging $1,350 per person, for the 24

million children under six the total was only $2 billion, or

S~

4

21"Repo;\\ of the President's Task Force on Early
Childhood Development," 14 January 1967,  Task Forces File,
Box 4, LBJ Library. “The Hunt Report echoed the qunihan
' Report's alarm over the disintegration of the inner city
Negro family ~- and, 1ike Moynihan, wrongly blamed it on
slavery. This error was not their fault, since the pre- and
post-emancipation strength of the rural southern Negro family
was not discovered by historians until the next decade. The
cause was Tess southern slavery than 20th century northern
migration, ghetto decay, and, as ever, nationwide racism.
But the disaster ‘that Moynihan and Hunt decried was real,
escalating, and chilling. It centered on female-headed black
families characterized by poverty, uncontrolled procreation,
despair, distryst, alienation, self-contempt, no father role
model, no adult work model, a failed and defeated mother
model, violence and ephemeral escape, and functional
171 teracy. The children of such shattered fam111es were
both doomed and dangerous _ '
22]nterview with Califano, 15 June 1981. Gaither called
. the Hunt Report "really a first rate report,"” and indeed 1t
was. .




$85 pér child (equivalent federal health expenditures were
$234 per elderly as against "a paitry $8 a chiid"). Worse,
the weak existing federal efforts were confusingly and often -
contradictorily fragmented in the customary. bureaucratic
fashion: '

But the vreport's Jleading structural recommendation
sounded starkly Orwellian, especially with a more Republican
90th Congres§ leading toward a presidential election in
1968:\ establish a Federal Office for Children in the
Department of HEW, administered by an Officer for Children
equivalent in rank to the chief officers for health, educa-
tion, and welfare, to act as the Federal "ombudsman" for
children. New- fede%a? grants would fund at the city or
county Tevel Commdnity Commissions for Children, which in
turn would organize neighborhood Centers for Children and
. Parents. The neighborhood centers would be permaﬁent and
funded by federal grants from the Commissions. They would
_provide ‘a ‘single-stop, integrated array of - services:
economic, family planning, medical, and social,. including
day-care and pre-school facilities, counseling of parerits,
and educational entertainment. The task force suggested that
they wmight also glgéziﬁgg;//With such 1income 'mainténénce
proposals as "children's allowances and, paying mothers for
'services' as mothers" S0 they would not have to work, and
they should provide {informition’ and devices for family
planning. * The Centers might best begin on a moderate‘piiof
scale of perhaps 100. ° "Yet, in the end," the report con- 3
cluded, "the findncial commitment must be massive.”

If we choose now not to mount the effort
and meet the cost, we shall eventually pay a

far higher price in human misery, and even a
higher price iﬁ(econpmic cost and 1os§. Nor

-
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can we refuse to mount the effort if we are
true to our heritage, for we are confronted
not merely with the needs of America2§
children, but with their inalienabie rights.

Hunt's well-intentioned group of prcfessors was conforta
able with the federal presence and ﬂeadershvp, but to the
poTiticaT?y sensitive White House staff the recommendations
conjured up visions of an aileged ‘F@deraT Commisar for
Chitdren and predictabie conservative and Repubiican alarums,

. especially in Tight of growing ppTiticaT probiems with fede-

raily funded community action groups attacking city hall in
thg antipoverty war. Besides, the Heineman task force was
considering structural change. Best of all, the formidable
array of education and anti-poverty law passed since 1963
provided béoad'discretiqnary authority for most of the major
Hunt substantivé recommendations without new Tegislation. 1In
this instance, sentiment within OF st%ongiy reinforced the
White House reservations. Nolan Estes responded to a Decem-
ber draft of the Hunt Repofrt by praféing'it as "imaginative"
and agreeing _that its substantive recemmendations were-"baqu
needed." But he attacked the failure to spell out the admin-
istrative machinery of the governing bodies -- the Commis-

sions and especially the neighborhood Centers, which sounded

to him Vike "a combination of the interagency coordinating
committee - approach and the CAP [Community Action Program]
election of representatives-of-the poor approach -- in short,
an administrative 'monstrosity."24 * As Deputy Associate
Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary Education, Estes

235 Bi11 of Rights for Children,” 16.
24Mem09 Estes to Emerson Elliott, 7 December 1966, EX FG
165-4, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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was “bothered by the scant mention . of States’inv01vement9"

and complainéd that "the schools are given short shrift in

the Task Force report.”
I think the faflure to give the schools
adequate mention reflects the perennial
probiem of trying, on the one hand, to
strengthen the role of the school in the
community, and on the other, bypassing it
because it won't perform, in the specific
manner desired. This impatience is natural
but, reaily, we ought to give the schools a
chance! '

_Cannon reportéd for the Budget Bureau to Gaither that
HEY opposed givihg a federal -children's office "a status
equivalent to OE or PHS, or Tocating --' in any permanent way
-- an operating' office at the Secretary's Tevel."25  HEW
welcomed the proposal to transfer Head Start to HEW from OEO,
but OEO was "ambivalent" through "fear that Head Start would
turn into an uninspired State-administered program," and BOB
agreed. Both HEW and OEO favored & major follow-through
program. But Cannon urged strongly for the Budget Bureau, in
response to ‘the Hunt Report's major structural recommenda-
tions, "that we 1imit our approach to arpi10t=demonstrqtion
attack, that we get as much mileage out of existing programs
as possible, and that we keep any new legislation in narrow

bounds."  So the Hunt ombudsman for children was quietly,

buried, together with the massive federal commitment to
create commissions and centers to offer one-stop comprehen-
sive nurturance to the children of the poor. .

v
-

Vo4
ZSMemo, Cannon to Gaither, n.d., Cater Files, Box 39, 2,
LBJ Library. . . .
i o7
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Legislative Strategy in the 90th Congress

But President dJohnson did propose, in his State of the\
Union message of January 26, to launch a major Follow-Through

program as a suppliement to angexpanded Head Start, and on
February 8 in a Specia?l Message on Children and Youth, he
attacked the ravages of poverty on chiidren in language that
strikingly mirrored the indictment of the Hunt Report. The
Hunt task force's pivotal role in HEW's subsequent comprehen-
sive expansion of the pre-school nurturance of the children
of the poor remains a proud and honorable Tegacy. But
Johnson's Budget Message of Jénuary 24 revealed his basic
strategy in education for the 90th .Congress, which was
generally to avoid éeeking new legislation and to wring the
maximum mileage out of the broad authority granted by the
89th, especﬁa11y the ESEA and HEA §f 1965. "Our task now,"

authority in an imagina-
u26

Johnson councluded, "is to use thi
tive, creative, and responsibie way.

£y

The administration's cautious strategy for education in
1967 was most pronounced in higher education, where major new
legislation was neither proposed nor passed, although numer-.
ous héarings were held and preliminary votes were taken (the
Education Professions Development Act is not here defineduas
major -- sag footnote #28). Most controversy centered on
Senator Ribicoff's pg%%nnial call for tuition tax credits,

‘which promised to attract stronger support in 1967 because

the .rise in both inflation and college enrollments was coin-
ciding with rising interest rates. This in turn discouraged
bank participation in the low-interest guaranteed student

"26Pub1ic Paperé:'Johnsoﬁ; 1967, 55.
P

275




Yoan program that had S%tn created in 1965. ‘But Ribicoff's
call for tuition tax credits was aiso strengthened because $0
many Democratic senators faced re-election campaigns in 1968,
which represented for the administration an ironic penalty
for the Jlopsided Democratic dominance of the Senate.
President Johnson attempted to deflect this pressure by
appointing a CabineteigveT committee to study the tuition
problem, but on April 14 the Ribicoff proposal, which had
failed the year before on a Senate roli-call vote of 37-47,
carried by a solid vote of 53-26. The margin of reversal was
provided by nérthern Democrats, who switched from a 11-26
opposition in 1966 to a 22-12 margin of support in 1967.27
Administration forces were able to bottie up the Ribicoff
amendment, chiefly by pressing the fiscally more conservative
Senate Finance and House Ways and Meansocommittees to oppose

it as Treasury-busting, but it signalled an unavoidable ~
battie for 1968, when authorization for most existing higher

education programs would expire.28

But on elementary and secondary education, the
President's Budget Message of January 24 revealed that he

4

o

27The tuition tax credit had narrowly failed by a 45-48
roll call vote in 1964, and eleven Democrats who voted
against it then switched to support in 1967, with seven of
them facing re-election races in 1968. Senate Republicans

had always heavily favpréd the tax credit, and southern

Defocrats opposed it. -

28The complicated maneuvering of 1967 is best followed

‘§n Norman C. Thomas, Education in National Politics (New

York: McKay, 1975), especially Chapter 4. The first session
of the 90th Congress did pass the Education Préfessions
Development Act, which narrowly saved the Teacher Corps, but
the main batties over financing higher education were to be
waged in 1968.
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would request.app%opriations of only' $1.2 bii?isn for aid to
disadvantaged children, which was only haif of the $2.3
“bilifon authorized by the out-going 89th Congréiiy This 4
prompted Charles Lee, Morse's chief education staffer, ‘to
call OE and complain loudly that the gdmihistrétion had not
been @ducétionaﬁiy honest in its earlier authorization
requests, which 1t now p?opoSed to C“PKPY one-half, and that
fts Justifications were "not educationally sound but were '
"rationalizations’ to Justify, budget cuts because of defense
commi tments . "29 On February 28  Johnson presented the
Congress with a modest -educational package that included
state and local planning and evaluation grants; a}idv,extension /%
for adults, the handicapped, vocational-training and career -
counseling; expansion of the‘Nationa1 Foundation for the Arts
and Humanities; and, finally, a request, for an -expanded
Teacher Corps and for earlier appropriations to enable .
realistic school planning. The first several items repre-
~sented routine adjustments, but behind the latter two .lay
cructal political considerations.30 ’
' First, Teacher Corps authorization was due to expire on
' June°30,}and without timely reauthorization and funding it
, - would die -- to most Hill Republicans' delight. But the
’ Teacher Corps was a title of the HEA of 1965, and ﬁere it was

.,_,4._.____.;;‘..,;..‘ PR P ‘,wx"‘z_t»‘;:u—j

2%nequotation—+s—from a Ralph Huitt paraphrase of Lee,
l'ﬁn a memo to Cater, Wilson, and Manatos, 26 January.1967, .
Cater files, Box 15, LBJ Library. ’ :

30Echuded is Johnson's major request for the creation
. of a Corporation for Public Television, -primarily because it
. was destined> for Commerce and therefore followed a quite
~ separate procedural and political path from the hearings and
voting route of the ESEA and QFA amendments. :

7
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proposed as a new Part B of Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Amendments of 1967, which meant that it would’
expire. as part of . HEA and be re-enacted in the amended
ESEA. Administration spokesmen explained that the NTC volun- q\\\
teers taught almost exclusively at the lower level, and that
hence such a packaging was more logical. This was true, but
it vﬁuéﬂ
strategic concern was the reshuffling of the House Committee
on Education and Labor, which was occassioned by congres-
sioqu refusal to seat former chairman Adam Ciayton Powell.
This in turn elevated loyalist Carl Perkins to the chairman- -
-ship, ‘and would leave higher education, inc]uding'the NTC,

not the main reason for the switch. The primary

under the subcommittee jurisdiction of the unsympathetic"
Edith Green. As Huitt advised Cater, the switch would leave
Perkins, "who intends to chair a subcommitte having jurisdic-
tion over the ESEA . .‘. to guard the NTC from Mrs. Green's
oppositwn.“31 |
P “Segpnd, behind the question of timing for federal aid
programs lay Tlegitimate and widespread complaints from the
states aﬁd the school di-stricts that annual funding occurred
too late for realistjc planning or effective us%. Test?ﬁbny
before the Perkins committee by HEW, OE” and nurerous schoo1
officials was overwhelmingly in agreement on the need for ° )
longer range funding cycies. The relentless annual rhythm of :
the school calendar gave schools a powerful argument - here,
‘but scho§Ts are b& no means unique. in preferr1ng longer-range
funding. Moreoverﬁ Congress, and especjally theﬂHOUSel_nut*“‘”u;“””“'“*lm““‘
customarily “been unsympathetic to such pieas, preferring .

N A
3lpemo, Huitt to Cater, 30 January 1967, EX LE/ED, WHCF,

(/7 LBJ Library.”
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instead to exercise annually the power of budget decisions. :

But Congress also tends to enjoy ducking no-win controversies
in an election year. 1In 1967 an amendment. proposed by an
amiable aﬁd highly regardéd moderate Repub]icén, Albert H.
Quie, who had been a steady friend of federal aid to educa-

tion on the HousesEducation and Labor Committee, so fierceTy.
rekindled ihék i11-warm embers of discord over religion and '

race and federal control that two largely unanticipated
results‘ occurred. First, the Congress was thrown into

~turmoil over fundamental strategies of categorical versus
block grants, not just in education, but by implication in

every field of Great Society endeavor. Second, after a
brutal year of infighting, Congress funded the ESEA amend-
ménts through fiscal 1969, which nicely neutralized the
volatile issue for the 1968 election year.

The Battle Over the Quie Amendment

< In Education in National Politics, Norman C. Thomas ably
traces the convo1ute5 path ofuthe Johnson administration's
eduéation Tegislation through the mine-fields of the 90th
Congﬁsss. From the persbective of the 1980s and the Reagan

adminjstration, or even of the ‘Nixon administration, consoli-

_dating the Great Society's proliferation of categorgical

programs into b1ock grants to the states would appear to
represent a typically conservative attempt to dismantle the

Great Society. And that is the way New York Times reporter

’Marjorie Hunter <€aw it in :1967, as she reported on the

brewing storm over the Quie amendment (HR 8983), which would
shift $3 billion in federal school a1d funds4ﬁﬁrthe states in
fiscal 1969:

-
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Deepiy concerned, House Democratic
Teaders " are holding almost daily meetings,
seeking to map their strategy. For there is; .
far more at stake than the future course oﬂ
Federal school aid. Administration aides say
that President Johnson's entire Tegis1at€ve -
program will be squarely on the T1ne

The reasoning is, that if Ticans win

J - this first big legisiative gF’*ight of the ses-
sfon, in the House, they will have estabiished

their ability to call the signals on such. oth-
er Great Society legisiation as antipoverty, .

model, cities and rent, supp1ements fdr the .
poor. 32

But- Repubiican Albert Quie was never Tumped into the GOP S
conservative bloc; as .ranking m1nority member on Ed1th
. Green's Special Subcommittee on Education933 he had long been’
regarded as a moderate to Tiberal Minnesota Republican and a

32New York Times, 23 April 1967. Thomas correctiy.
exptains that the Quie controversy was not over the ampunt of
aid (Quie's $3 billion for FY 1969 was only $281-miilion tess
. than the comnittee b111), nor was it an attempt at stringiess
general aid, since - Quie.  had incorporated required
expenditures for the - éducat1on811y deprived, inciuding
private school children.

33perkins' elevation to the chair of the House Committee
on Education and Labor opened a scramble r subcommittee
chairs and jurisdiction in a confused situation. Perkins had
chaired the general subcomittee, which Edith Green would
inherit by dint of seniority, but she passed it along to
Roman Pucinski and retained her special subcommittee (which
was later helpfuily renamed f£he Subcommittee on Post=
Secondary Education), leaving Congressman Dominick Daniels to
chair the select subcamm1ttee, whose jurisdiction Ralph Huitt
charitably described as "exceedingly vague (e.a. 'libraries,
and other special education programs’')." Unlike Powell,
Perkins was a steady, loyal, and weak chairman, and so the
stronger personality of Edith Green ultimately dominated
several major legislative policy decisions on education in
1967 -- to the disgust of the White House.

\
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staunch advocate of federal aid to education. Quie explained
his motives in his oral history: -

L]

- . . Y ’ \] . -
, I have felt that we are proliferating  federal
5 - efforts in education -- in other piaces, too .

-- but in education where many of the Targe
school systems had to hire a person just to
concern themselves with federal programs, hunt
them up and see if they could qualify to
receive mongy under them. You could greatly -
simplify 1 of the red tape and give more -
flexibility to the Tocal schools if we conso- - ‘ -
lidated programs, and we used the term "block
grant." When we did, of course, we caused all
the special 1interests in their specific pro-
tected program -to oppose jt bécause then
they'd have to compete for the money. But I
had as a rule of thumb that after & categori- ,
s cal program had been in operation for five . S
° years it ought to then be consolidated with
@t er g es and give this greater flexi-
flity. Y

Since the tvming question had gene§ated proposais to Fund
< education programs through 1970, which wouid be fiVve years
since the passage of/ySEA Qu1e offered his amendment on May
20. Quie's recollection of the White House reaction is
abundantly confirmed by the spring storm of executive branch
memoes: "For some r€ason or another, it caught fire down in
the White House," Quie said. “"They thought they were more B
endangered than I thought they were. You know, there weren't
that many Republicans around.  Then, the Flames of the
‘ )

P

‘ ° - 34Transcript Albert Quie Oral History Interview, 30
April- 1969, 24, LBJ Library.
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churcﬁestate issue were fanned, and wé really got into hot
water  then."3% | o ‘
| ' The water was boiling primarily because 35 state
congitutions proh1bited pub]ic fund1ng of any private school
activities," which wou?d mean that the politically crucial
ESEA formula for indirect federal aid to parochial schools
\\\\ , " would be largely short-circuited. So the powerful Roman
Catholic Tobby attacked the Quie amendmentD to the delight of
the White House. The‘coﬁcept of bioc%ﬁgrants to the states
N -~ with minimal federal strings threatened every Tategorical

. program 1in }he federal ' bureaucracy, so the.white.ngse and

the executive agencies were powerfully united in their highly
( partisaw'codnterattack. Quie's chief political vulnerability
was his need to woo both affiuent Repubiican constituencies,
Tike his own, and conservative southern Bemocrats from‘poor
states whose main attraction to the block grant concept was
ity states r1ghts promise of avo1d1ng HEW's desegregation
quidelines (a1though it also appeaTed to their more conserva-

to President Johnson on this partisan vulnerability, ticking
of f the Quie amendment's mu1t1p1¢ flaws: 36

0 The House committee of Jurisdiction had
held no hearings on the Quie substitute,
which was not supported by the "world of
education

0 Administratively, it would throw American

education into chaos.

'~ 351bid, 24-25.

36Memo, Cater to the President, 19 April 1967, Cater
files, Box 16 LBJ Library.
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0 it wod?d Taunch a new . church- state HoTy
. War. .
§ W

0 Tﬁe states were -not ‘yet ready to handie

the. job, and ESEA had _been passed in

Varge part because the states ‘had neg-
Tected the cities, the educationaily
deprived, the haridicapped. . The beauty of

the present ESEA%4Gs that the Congress,

not the State Departments, guarantee fhat "
. Certain essential jobs will be done which

were formerly nég1ected by the St‘ates°

0 No schooi d1stricts would know thenr
entitlement under the Quie bills

But Cater's most poYittcaTIy telling criticism was that the
Qu1e formula “takes from the poorer States and gives to the
wealthier."  Cater noted the loss of $359 million that the
eleven southern and three border states would incur under the
Quie bill, as opposed to the administration-backed committee
bi1l (HR 7819), and urged Johnson to lean on three key
southern DemocratS°‘ Wilbur ﬁi]Ts, Phil Landrum, and 0lin ~

Teague. On April 26 Secretary Gardner blasted the Quie"

proposal in a public statement attatking the "disastPous"
Quie proposal which would “strjke” at the very heart" of the

*ESEA consensus, and on April 27 President Johnson .drove

across town to the Washington suburb of Camp Springs, Mary-
Tand to pravse the ach1evements of the Crossland Vocational
Center and to attack the Quie substitute for back-stabbing
the ESE% consensus, to the detrament of poor states, poor
children, and the cities. Quie’s  senior minority staff
member, Charies Radcliffe, who had originally drafted the
Quie bill,, joined Quie and Gerald Ford in an exhausting
series of negotiating sessions with the contending interests,
espéciaﬁ?y the Catholics, in a vain tatterribt to shape a
compromise that would not fatally violate the block grant
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principﬂe.37 ‘But deSp?te the enthusiastic support oqudgaﬁ
Fuller and the Council of Chief State School Officers, Quie
was facing formidable odds. . In mid-May ™ the White House ' N
imparted 150,-big city school superiﬂtendeﬁts to reinforce
. urban fears over the QU%e anendmem;,9 and Johnson mustered not «
\\g ) ©n1y the partisan art111ery of representatives Perkinss ' &

Albert, Brademas, 0'Hara, Carey, Gibbons, and Landrum, with
// a1l of the attendant 1mp11cat1ons of . Democrat1c, big c1ty,e
Catholic, and southern poor=state support, but also b1part-
isan support from Repub110en congressmen Ogden Re1d (NY) and
Alphonzo Bell (Calif.). In the ensu1ng Crunch Albert Quie
_ was crushed! But the b1g winner was not really Lyndon N

Johnson. It was Ed1th Green.

The Triumph of Edith Green ‘ 5
_ Although - she was an Oregon Democrat and shared the =
NN putatively 1iberal persuasions common to nothern\and western

Democrats, Congresswoman Gregn maintained an alert liaison "

with more conservatﬁve’southern Democrds and with Republi-

cans as well. 0ddly, the 1atter connection was easier than :

the former on the Tabor stacked House Education and Labor

Comm1ttee where southerners were rare. As Henry Hall N1ison
" told the President (who didn't need the explanation):

T -

\

®

<

37Charles Radcliffe, interview with the author, 15 June
1982. On.April 26 Cater wrote the President that "Quie and -
derry Ford have been engaged .in daily negotiations with
various 10bby groups and have offered one congession after Y
another to get their support. The lobbyists now realize that
this is qtr1ct1y a partisan matter so far as Quie and Ford
are concerned. Our best. judgment is that we should hand]e
this as a partisan fight." :
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As you know, the House Committee Jtself
possesses built-in problems on Jegisiation.
For 20 -years or more the organized Tabor has
with complete success managed to stack the
Demoeratic side of the Committee so that now
only one southerner, Sam Gibbons of Florida,
' remains among the Democrats. - The result of.
~ this is that every bill emerging from Commit- ' \
tee . fails to reflect the general balance of
the Hoyée and 1s wide open to chaTTenge on the o
/ fioor. !

’ Green convinced Perkins that thé Quie substitute would fail

on a floor vote. (it was rejected by a teller vote of 168-197

_on May 24), but that the committee's bill might also fail
uniess her”amendments were added. One of them, which called
for desegregat1on gu1d1e1nes to "be uniformly app11ed and

~ enforced throughout the 50 states," clearly appealed to the R
geutherners and was‘adopteq by vo1c¢ vote on May 23 after
three hours of confused debate over what its precise legal
implications were) Another Green amendment wouTg étrip the
Commissioner of Education -- the u%popuiar, desegregation-
enforcing Doc Howe --°0of his dS%Episcretionany set-aside of
Title V funds to strengthen state departments of education.
This carried by a standing vote of 133-104.
most significant amendment was to strip the Commissioner of
all Title 111 author1ty and turn the program ent1re1y over to
the.states,- Th1s would mean that OE s direct grants of $500
million to Jocal dﬁstr1ct§ to
programs would instead.be ‘funneled directly to the states --

*in effect, to the ciutches of Edgar Fuller's host11e Council

But Mrs. Green's

school sponsor innovative

of Chief State School Officers. . ®
: ) ’ >
38Memo

Wilson to the President, 25 May 1967 EX LE/FA
2, WHCF, LBJ Library:s :
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Bii1l Cannon, who had fought SO hard and so successfuTTy
for Title III on the original G rdner task force, was
predictably- abpa?ied.' Secretary Gardner and Commissjonér
Howe dutifully gestified against the "amendment, but Cannon
knew that Gardner and Howe ha§ ear]i%r sought a cempromise to
permit a phased-in state participat%on leading toward state

ake-over. Howe emphasizes the point in his oral history
interview, but his conclusion is the opposite of Cannon's:

b4 . d )
There's an interesting story that hasn't been
_told. In January of 1967 1 proposed to the
Secretary, and he and I together proposed over
in the White House, that we make a compromise
in our “rew legislation that year, and that we
seek state participation in Title III. What
we wanted was a system under which the states
would phase into a responsibility for growing
" percentages of these funds over a period of
three years or something of that kind. We
wanted to keep some federal component of the
funds but deve]op gradually a major state
component. 1.don't know if thé President ever
got invoived in this, but the combination of
the White House staff and the Bureau of- the
Budget said, "No, let's go for Title III as it
has been. .This will be the President's
- program."” ' )

And §;§Le fought for -it up on the Hill
and we got licked. I think that if we had
been able to go with our compromise program,
we would have so spiked their guns by showing
a willingness to compromise that we would have
come out with a much better balanced kind of
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situation in the ney "elementary-secondary
1eg1s1at1on that year.

) Cannon was disgusted: - "The Office of Education excreted
_Title II1 as if it were a foreign body."*0 The roli-cal
vote was_230-185, with Republicans supporting Mrs. Green 154-
26, northern Democrats oppd%ing her 8-139, and southern
Democrats providing the margin of victory: 68-20. The House

~ then easily passed the amended bi?i}by a roll call vote of
S " 294-122, with a majority of Republicans for the first time in
. support.’ i o e . | \ 4

Edith Green had won, and she had protected the adminis-

tration's basic commitments to 1ink federal school aid to an

ant1poverty rationale (T1t1e 1), and to preserve the aid- to=

the-child mode of spend1ng taxpayer méney on re11g1ous

T schools (Title II). But she had also, in Cannon's view,
"wrecked” Title III by shipping it off to the states, "which

4 ﬁromp¢1y ruined it." And in the process she even managed to
\\*- Qhave'_jurisdiction over the Teacher Corps remanded to her

", Special Subcommittee on Education (the amendment was spon-

sored by Republican John Erlenborn of I1iinois), thereby

" foiling the administration's strategy of including it in the

ESEA amendments ™ and ﬁaximizing her bargaining 1everage. If

this was an example ef‘what Keppel irritably referred to as

; Mrs. Green's "changes of 1ife which seemed to go on forever,"

then it wasn 't a bad season S\WJ%k for a canny 1eg151ator
The day after the crucial House votes, Quie was heard té

39Transcript, Harold Howe Oral History Interview,. 29
October 1968, Tape #2, 6, LBJ Library.

- 404i11iam Cannon, interview with the author, 15
September 1981.

~
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remérk in the House lobby, by reporter John Herbers of the
New York Times, that he coulid claim partial victory because

of Mrs. Green's successful "mini-Quie" amendments. Lounging
nearby, veteran Congressman Wayne Hayes replied: "If he won a

‘victory, he.was disguised'as'the lady from Oregon;“41

. The lady from Oregon was Savaged in the liberal press,*2
and Cannon's bitter complaint about throwing Title III to the

wolves was echoed by Dean Stephen Bailey of Syracuse's Max-
well School, who wrote Doc Howe on letterhead stationery to

dép]ore the Green amendment Jjn particular and the typical

arteriosclerosis of state educdation agencies in genera1.43 .
Cater wrote Johnson that the "victory over Quie was a deci- -
sive one," and that "Mrs. Green's amendments are troublesome, .

but al1 of them can be ameliorated in the Senate."4} oOn the
same day Henry Hall Wilson wrote Johnson that the administra-

-

’

o _

41As-quoted tn Eidenberg and Morey, Act of Congress,
212. Hayes was no. ideological fan of Edith Green. During
the May debates, Hayes chastized his’ own Ohio for being the
6th. or 7th richest state and yet being 39th in what'it does
for education, and complained that "when we pass these
amendments to give the job of administering the Federal money
back to those state administrators . . . it is like taking a
drunkard who is convicted of neglecting his children and

giving him an extra $100 a month to spend on whiskey, so he

can neglect them some more

42y prime example is "The Strange Ro11 of Oregon's Ed?th

“Green and her 'M1n1 Qu1e Amendments.," I F. Stone s Weekly, 5

June 1967.

43Letter, Bailey to Howe, 9 June 1967, EX LE/FA 2, WHCF,
LBJ Library. :

44Memo, Cater to the President, 25 May 1967, Cater
files, Box 38, LBJ Library. ) "
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| tion's eight major objectives on the education biill had a11;
| s been achieved: o - - '
' _ | 1. to defeat the Quie Amendment or any ather

amendment which would alter the basic
concept of the program;

’ ' , 2. to fend off efforts of the southerners to .
- reduce integration po?icy to "freedom of ‘ R
choice ‘ , o

" 3. to avoid ripping open to the explosive .
point the church-state issue; . ‘ ' ,

4. to preserve the Teacher Corps program;

’ 6., to retain the f1éxibi]ity of the Commis- *
sioner of Education in the Administration
of the basic piece of the program, 3 C

- 6. to position the Repub1icans with causing
ro11 call votes "against parochial schools
and against civil rights groups;

™ 4
7. to preserve without a position on the
part of the Administration which was not
involved with compromise on any of these
points; and

T 8. ., to get-'a 1969 authorization out of the
. ‘ Congress this year so that all of these .
problems would not be a source of nation-
- al criticism during an election year.

In my judgment all of thesé objectives have
been achieved. It was very touch and‘go for
awhile.

5 Gaither wrote Ca11fano of his_ dismay at«th'gutting of J1t1e
» III argu1ng p?aus1b1y that the modest $240 mi]11on woqu be ‘
spread jp thinly across the 50 states as to have 11tt1e or no

°

45Memo Wilson to the President 25" May 1967 EX LE/FA
2, WHCF, LBJ tibrary. <
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impact, that the innovative raison d'etre of Title 111 woulk

be ki11ed, and that the new® state-run Title III mighi turn
into a Republican general aid beachhead.?® Gaither was ‘right

on the firnst two points,\ but Eidenberg and Morey have

captured a central irony ofé%the triumph of the Tlady from

Qregon in 1967: i
) . : 2 ‘

“  The irony of the 1967 edugation fight was
that Edith Green was more ingtrumental in pre-
serving the basic form of the education act
than both the President and the-House Democra-
“tic leadership combined. For the past two-
and-a-half years the congressional Democrats
ahd_the President have accused Mrs. Green of
being the most troublesome "wrecker".of educa-
tion legislation, - but ‘without her amenaments
on the 1967 education bill, the southern Demo-
crats might well have sh1tted their_.support to
the Republicans-on the Quie amendmeh} and thus
changed- the whole nature of the act. ’

The Political Origins of Bilingual Education

Overshadowed in 1967 by the epic battie over the Quie
~ substitute and then over Edith Greén's successfu] mini-Quie
~ compromise was a drive for a bilingual education bill led by

Senator Ralph Yarborough of Texas. A maverick Tiberal
Democrat in a state 1ong dominated. by conservative Democrats,
Yarborough had been elected to the Senate in a special
election in 1957, where he won only a plurality in a confused
field of 22 candidates {there was no run-off provision). He

was handily re-elected in the Johnson vs. Go}dwater landsiide.

~o

“ %Memo, Gajther to Califano, 26 May 1967, EX LF’/FA 2,
WHCF, LBJ L1brary .

-47Eidenberg and Mqray, Act of“Conémess, 212.
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of 1964, but in 1970 he knew he would face stiff and well-
heeﬂed.@ppositiOﬁ in the primary from the dominant conserva-
tive Democrats. Attracting Hispanic support was crucial to
" cementing Yarborough's fragile New Deal coalition of poor

(‘ thtes, blacks, and Mexican Americans.48 So in lgggwg ~
- \ Yarborough got himself appointed chairman of a Special
e ~ Subcommittee on Bilingual Education of the Senate Commi ttee

on Labor and Public Welfare and from that podium he Taunched
| a blitz of Wearings that inciuded a veritable road show along
| \ the California-Texas-New York axis. Those three huge states
contained a quarter of the nat?on's population and, more
important, moést of dits Hispanic population. Yarborough
convinced all five senators to co-sponsor with him the
nation's first bilingual education bill (Yarborough was
ﬁ joined by Republicans John Tower of Texas, Thomas Kuchel and .'\
George Murphigof pa1ifornia, Jacob Javits and Democrat Robert '
Kennedy o New York, plus Republican Paul Fannon of Arizona
and Democrat Jenninags Randolph of West Virginia). The-bipar-
tisan political combination was formidable indeed. )

- Yarborough began his héarings normally enough in
Washington on May 18 and 19, where fellow senators and co-
sponsors could occasiona11j~join him to héar an avalanche bf
testimony in favor of his bill, S. 428. Most of the testi-
mony was by ethnic political lobbyists supporting the bill,
rather than by educational experts in pedagogical and
1inguistic theory. »Thgnv Yarborough took his one-senator
commi ttee strategfta1ly on'the road, hearing testimony in the

48ee generally Numan V. Bartley and Hugh D. Graham,
Southern Politics and the Second Reconstruction (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins, 1975).

&
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Nueces County Courthouse in Corpus Christi (May 26), the
Hidalgo County Courthouse in Edinburg, Tezas (May 29, where

his Senate commi ttee was joined by Congressman Eligio de 1la
Garza), San Antonio on May 31, and Los Angeies on June 24.
The summer bilingual” blitz culminated at P.S. 155 in East
Harlem in Tate July, where Senator Kennedy and Brbnx Borough
President Herman Badillo expressed outraqe that no Puerto
Rican‘was a school principal and so few were teachers in New
York .49 By then the Yarborough effort was clear: it was for
students whose "mother tongue is Spanish," and it would "pay -
for programs to impart a knowledge of and pride in ancestral
culture and language," and for "efforts to attract and retain
as teachers promising individuals of Mexican or Puerto R1can
descent."50 . .
Nowhere, in_a11 of Ca]ifano's'éomprehensivg task forcing

of '1966-67, nowhere in Gaither's three inch-thick idea books :

for the President, nowhere on the Friday‘task force agenda,
was there a recommendation resembling the Yarborough bi11 for '
bilingual education. This was not bquuﬁe the academic
specialists and the White House staff had not thought of
it. Rather, it was because they .knew that the laws on the
books (NDEA, ESEA, HEA, and soon, EPDA) already provided
ample authority for initiating experimental and demonstration
projects in a linguistic field that was new and controver-
sial. ' The acute social problem was demonstrable enough, as

49Hear1’ngs before the Special Subcommittee on Bilingual
Education of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U.S.
Senate, 90th Congress, 1st session, {Washington: u.s.
Government Printing Office, 1968).

50New York Times, 22 July 1967.
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Commissioner Howe agreed in testihony before ~both the
Yarborough committee and its House counterpart, chaired by
Puécinski: the median years of schooiing of Spanish-$Speaking
Americans was only 7.1 years, as opposed “to 12.2 years for
"Anglos."51  The notion of instructing a small child in a
'Tanguage he could not understand seemed inherently unfair.
Howe told Puccinski's subcommittee that experimental
\ bi?inguéT projects were being mounted under virtually every
“major KESEA title, especially I and ‘111, that he had just
appointed Armando deriguez. as OE's Officer for Mexican-
American Program Affairs, that new legisiation was not
.needed, and that indeed there was danger in the “"spotiight"
approach to special legisiation for every group. Howe agreed
that the $7 miliion being spent under Title I in experimental
and demonstrati%n programs was modest (Puccinski called
bilinugal programs an "orphan" of Title I). But Howe also

. argued that the proposed $10 million first-year expendituré \

=y

§ for a separate bilingual program amounted to only $6 per
- Spanish-speaking child, that OE was already spending $13
million on bilingual programs Qnder,ESEA titles I and III in
fiscal 1967, that the educational needs of’ Puerto Rican
children in New York and Cubans in Florida and MeéXicans in
California were different and should not be shackled to a
common program, and thar~the needs of Korean or Chinese
“students were ignored in a Spanish-focused bill. But Senator
Yarborough was not primarily interested in the bloc vote of

Korean Texans.

\\\§> 5lHearings before the General Subcommittee on Education
of the Committee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of
Representatives, 90th Congress, 1lst 3Session {Washington:
U.S. Govermment Printing Office, 1968).

[
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Sd Commissioner Howe argued largely in vain, for . the
po11t1cr1 odds were too formidabie. Howe knew that the
Yarbrough bill1 at bottem transiated into Hispanic votes for
the Senator (and his co-sponsors) in return for a spec1a1
separate, ethnically earmarked, “"Hispanic communvty action

program" to provide teaching jobs for Puerto Ricans and
Mexicans -- “their hunk of the action."®2 Worse, Howe was
caught in a special dilemma. When ‘qggosing the Quie and
Green proposals that would curtail his authority, the
Commissioner had to emphasize the permissive and flexible
range of his federal reach, with maximum deference to Tocal
' preférehces. But his opposition to the ‘Yarborougéi bill
suggested that he could demand bilingual programs from Tocal
districts under Titles I and II1I, which Howe was unwilling to
do, and. this played into the hands of Quie and Green. Cannon
told Cater that the Budget Bureau stoutly opposed such a
special HispaniC program, and that ESEA Titles I and 111
a]re@dy contained sufficient authority, but Cannon conceded
that such ESEA titles depended heavily on local initiative
and that California and Texas had a histor; of legislatively
forbidding bilingual progkams.53 Gaither agreed, but
conceded to Califano the political dilemma that "it would be
poiitically inappropriate to  try to get Tlocal school
districts to use Title III for this purpose when we are

5ZInterview with Harold Howe V, 11 May 1981.

53Memo, Cannon to Cater, 3 Ju1y‘1967 EX LE/FA 2, WHCF,
LBJ Library.
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fighting to preserve the Commissioner's approva? author1ty in
the Congress. w54
With Howe thus severely hobbled in his opposition to the

A Yarborough bill, Secretary Gardner appeaied by letter direct-

Ay

1y to Lister Hill, arguing that existing titles and appropri-
ations'aTFeady pro&ided not only more flexible authority but
also more money than S. 428, that intensive instruction in

English as a second language was a promising approach that

woutd be excluded by S. 428's,reQui%ement for instruction in
Spanish, and that S. 428 was straying into the dangerous
ground of ethnic entitlements: '

‘ wﬂﬁﬁf1rm1y believe that the 1anguage of the
legislation should avoid any restrictions to
persons of particular ancestry or ethnic
origin. S. 428 presents several d1ff1cu1t1es
in this reSpect.

‘
o

Programs ass1sted under S. 428 would- be
Timited to students whose mother tongue is
Spanish. Among the - act1v1t1es SpeC1f1ed in
the legislation are "efforts to attract and“
retain as teaéﬁ@rs promising 1nd1v1dua1s of
Mexican or Puerto Rican descent." The allot- -
ment formula is based on the number of persons
‘of Mdxican or Puerto Rican descent or who have
Spanish surnames.

'Leg1is1ation should be directed to persons:
from non-English-speaking backgrounds because
that factor -- the language problem -- has
educational significance gqnd that is the
justification for legislatign in the field of
bilingual education. We believe it is an
Jdmportant principle that the\statue should not
provide that determinations be based upon

54Memo Gaither to Califano, 15 August 1967, EX LE/FA 2,
WHCF, LBJ Library

295
309




- ™
consideration ofsgthnic or national origin (or
surname) per se. .-
But political arguments on the Hi1l are often more persuasive
than educational arguments, and invearly August Ralph Huitt
'réported to Cater and Barefoot Sanders that "there is consid-
erable unhappiness on the Committee that the Administration_.
is not supporting the Bilingual Education Biii."56

Y The Elements of the Coming Crisis
The upshot of all of this is that the administration
* compromised by supporting S. 428, and the Congress compro-
mised by removing fhg bil1's most glaring ethnic entitle-
ments.2’ Yarborough eventually Tpst his re-election bid (he
lost the 1970 Democratic primary to Houston millionaire Lloyd
Bentsen), but the Hispanic Tlobby basically won. Despite
, White House,. HEW, and  BOB opposition to the Hispanic job-

. corps implications of Yarborough's original biil, President 1!

’ Johnson had set a.sympathetic tone when hg told the graduages
- ~of Howard University on June.4, 1965 that "We seek not just
Tégal equity but human ability, not just equality as a right

a . .~

» o

55, etter, Gardner to Hill, n.d., EX/LE FA 2, WHCF, LBJ
Library. o

. . i
56Memo; Huitt to Cater and Sanders, 7 August 1967, EX
LE/FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library. | . .

1] .
575. 428 ultimately became Title VII of Public Law 90-

247, the ESEA amendments for 1967, which called for its cita-
tion as the "Bilingual Education Act," referred only to
"children:,of limited English-speaking ability" and nowhere

N speCifjedléthnic entitiements.
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but. equality as .a fact and as a result."58  Given such
poT#i%cai rhetoric in appeal to one group, Yarborough could
scarcely be fau?ted for designing legislative entitlements to
specificaily benefit another. HR 7819 was delayed during the
fall by Senate disputes over busing and HEW fund cutoff
procedures in the civil rights guideﬁneg° So_the conference

report was delayed until December 15, and in}it the conferees
split the difference between the House's one-year and the
Senate's three-year authorizations, thereby authorizihgt

expenditures through fiscal 1970, which had” the dual advan-

tage of giving school officials more reasonable lead time for.

planning, -and ensuring that another Holy War oVer ESEA would

be avoided in the election year of 1968. Otherwise, thea
~conferees accepted most of the additional new programs in the

heavily-freighted Senate bil1, 1nc1ud1ng duthorization for
incentive grants, héngicapped ghi1dren, rural areas, school

" dropouts, school bus safety, and bilingual education. There

was much here that the administration never asked for and did
not want, but Johnson had won on the most crucia1-educationa1
battle of 1967, over the Quie block-grant amendment, sq on
Januany 2, 1968, he signed HR 7819 into law (PL 90-247) as
the best he could get.

But by the fall of 1967 the whlpsaw effect of the con-
tend1ng forces was becoming increasingly clear. The expand-
ing Vietnam war drove the President to attempt to hold down
the domestic budget, but his commitment to rounding out the

Great Society led him to seek start-up ‘funding for new

programs, often at the expense of‘ the old. Also, the
President’'s devotion to task forcing, to shortecircuiting the

58public Papers: Johnson, 1965, 636.
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bureaucracy (Charles Zwick, Johnson s Tast Budget Director,
said President Johnson "always had this feeling ‘that you had

.to raise hell with "the bureaucracy"sg)s led him to continue

to encourage. Ca?ifano”s growing team to pursue their. task
forcing. On top of this the Congress kept adding_ their own_

‘favorite programs, often mandating new program offices and '

thereby* further fragment1ng the %ine agencies ‘In response,

‘morale in -such massive shops as: HEw began not surprisihg?y to

deteriorate, and even the 10yaTistsA”at ‘the Budget. Bureau

© began to resent their ‘arowing exclusion from the Whité_Hquse

program pTahngpg operation. The crisis was reaching the
acute stage by the fall of 1967, and the’ interaction bgtween

Califano's staff, William Friday“s;major outside task force,

and Gardner's interagency task force. i11ustrated its dimen-
sions all too painfully. , -7

>

59Transcript Charles Zwick Oral History Interview II, 1 .

August 1969, LBJ. Library
4
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\ o CHAPTER SEVEN '

- ‘ PLANNING’FOR THE FINAL ROUND: 1967=13%8
8 e L
Campus Visits, Vietnam, and Ghetto Riots: 1967
At the LBJ Ranch in late December, 1966, President
Johnson had. asked Califano,. McPherson, and .Cater to make more °©
e college trips 1n 1967 in order to ‘keep up the administra- '
tion's contacts with the academic commun1ty 1. But early
congressional battles, espec1a11y in the House, over such
major controversies as the Qu1e amendment fore1gn aid, and
> the §b1e of the poor in running commun1ty act1on agenc1es SO
T<§> consumed’ White House energ1es that, beyond occas1ona1
1nd1v1dua1 speechmak1ng forays, the organized campus dinners
cou]d not be launched until late spring, and th1s had several”
unfortunate consequences, as we sha11 see,

.The agenda for a late spring planning session for the
university tr1ps contained a preamble on the purpose of the
trips, explaining that the White House staff was crisis
vor1ented and hence needed to talk to "people who have time to
th1nk to analyze what we are doing and to see -problems which

lMemo, Cater to the President, 10 February 1967, Cater
Files, Box 16, LBJ Library. '
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we are missing."z‘- It gave as the prime example of the
benefits of the 1966 trips the suggestions that led to the
productive Hunt task force on Child Development, and it
-suggested three issue areas for campus discuSsion; The first
was bureaucratic and organizationaT, centering on the compli-
cated and often confused federal-state-local relationship, as
recently symbolized by the Quie Amendment and the Heller Plan
fqor federal revenye sharing with the statés.3 The second
suggested topic fé} d1scuss1on w1th the academ1c1ans was the
alienation of three groups in Amer1can society: (1) Youth -

"is the Nation in danger. of losing a generat1on of Americans":

[2?3; (2) Lower middle class - "their disenchantment endangers
our social programs and social progress"; and (3) Segments_of
racial minorities. The third topic was foreign®aid and trade

™ :'.5? ..

2vTalking Points," n.d., Files of Fred Bohen, Box 17,

LBJ Library. The document does not 1dent1fy its author or

who attended the meeting. & ~

3The HeTler Plan was first proposed to President Johnson
when Heller was CEA chairman in 1964 (althrough Heller had
raised it within the Kennedy campaign and administration as
early as 1960), and Joseph Pechman's outside task force on
Intergovernmental Fiscal Cooperation of 1964 explored how it
might be put into effect. Johnson toyed with the notion of
tax sharing with the states with few strings attached, but it

was opposed by the Budget Bureau, which preferred strings-

attached project grants; by organized labor, which preferred
federal to state 1leverage; and by big city mayors, who
questioned the priorities and competence of .rural and
suburban-dominated state 1legislatures. In " 1966 Johnson
formally rejected such tax sharing, but the Republican block

grant proposa1 amounted to a partisan and relatively string-

less version of the Heller concept . \Q
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== 0or, more precfséﬁy, the'pTummeting public.and congression-
al support for foreign aid.? _ , ' _
The topics were apt and serious enough, but they .
reflected a peculiarly Washington-centered and White Housé=
based sense of  the most//pressing problems, especially the
first and ‘third. The Quie Amendment and the Heller Plan and -
fore{gn aid were scar€§1§ at the forefroﬁt of campus concern
“in 1967. 047G_roup alienation was, especially among restive
‘campus youth (mostly white) and rioting ghetto blacks. But
at' all eight~ academ%c dinners of June and July, 1967,
Califano unwisely e1ectedeto focus the alienation question

¥ "partiucarly [on} the lower-middle class [emphasis added],

and the threat which this poses to our social programs and to
social progréss."s\‘So the aciggﬁ?c tripslaf 1967 were not
off to a very promising start; and’ for severa1 reasons that
. extended beyond the uneven mesh between pressing campus

%

T s

41he administration took a severe battering on foreign
aid in 1967, with Congress both authorizing and appropriating
the Towest budget 1levels in the 20-year history of the
program, and then attaching to the foreign aid bill restric-
tive amendments that curbed the President's authority to
conduct foreign policy. See Congress and the Mation, vol.

1T, 84-88.

5The identical wording for the three lead ijssués
appeared in all six of Gaither's discussion -summaries
(Gaither, the official academic dinner amanuensis, prepared
the first six summaries, with Ervin Duggan on Chicago and
Fred Bohen on New York preparing summaries in a different
format). Califano's blue-collar alienation issue prompted
some Tlively and sympathetic discussion at Harvard, where
growing Boston racial and class tensions high-lighted the
danger of whites perceiving Great Society programs as welfare
for blacks. But elsewhere the “alienation question quickly
shifted to-anit-Vietnam feeling on the campus and rioting in
the ghettos.# . o

301

3 Iy




concerns and the White House agenda. C?ear]y, much of the’

bioom ‘was off the rose for the Johnson .admfn1stration by
967, especially on the campuses. Moreover, the timing was

-

‘poor- and the format was flawed. University of Chicago -

Provost Edward H. Levi wrote Califano to urge hoiding such
discussions ﬂuring the regular academic year rather than
" during the summer, when so many of the best faculty .were

gone. To this frequent campus compTaint,Levi‘added another: ™\

with so little lead time, preparation, fsr structure, the
group discussions tended to be unfocused and amorphous --
often "in fact trivia] or. wrong."6 ”’F1na11y;, the trips
coincided with the massive burst of ghetto rioting from June

through August in 67 cities, the worst beinu in’ Newark July .

12-17, and 1in Detroit July 23-28, "s0 the latter campus
discussions tended toibe consumed by the urban riot problem.

Despite this rather unpromising beginn{ng, Califano .

not1f1ed the President on June 7 of his schedule, explaining
that he and Gaither would be accompanied by two ‘other White
House aides from a rotating pool, that they weu]d travel to
and from Washington by m11itary”aiFEraft so as to be at work
the next morning, and that Gaither would take notes end

prepare summary reports.7 The schedule was as fb11ows:

M

6l etter, Levi to Califano, 31 July 1967, Bowen Files,
Box 17, LBJ Library. ' ' e ',

— -~

7Memo, Ca]ifano to the President 7 June 1967‘ Bowen -

Fi1es, Box 17 LBJ Library. -
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. ‘Date _ Location Host  Nmber” Wi mides™ -

Jwe 14 Los Angeles *  Warrven Christopher 2 "ACQter, Hami 1ton

June 20 Princeton Dean Marver Berstein - 14  Bohen
June 26 North Carolina President Willian Friday 14 Cater, Roche
' T dmed  Yale - President Kingman Brewster 15 McPherson, Hamilton
% Ay 1l Texas Chancellor Harry-Ramson 16 Roche, Sanders B
. .| © July13 Harvard Richard Neustadt 13 Cater, Hamilton'
. . July 18 Chicagp:. . Provost Edvard Levi ' ° 16 - Duggan, Levinson
’ July 20 MNewYork - . MfGeorgeBundy . .- 10 Levinson, McPherson

o I o &

| *Excludes White House contingent | .
fkﬁxc1 udes Califano and Gai ther,

.
~ q

o 2 ‘ ‘ A
Gaither's five-page summary of the kickoff Los Angeles dinner

not surprisingly .reflects a rather'wandering, disjointed dis-
. cus_sfon; on‘e.summed up by Stanford Law School Dean Bayless
Manning who observed, as Gaither reported, that .since so few
hew ideas had surfaced, that must mean that” "(1) everyone

~feels that we're ori the right track and (2) that the problems

?
L are those of communication and jimplementation."8  Gaither
devoted considerable space to. youth alienation, especially as
discussed by Stanford's Dean of Students, Joel T..Smith. But

. ¢
8A11 summaries of the 1967 academic diners are located
in the Bowen Files, Box 17, and .al} contain lists of the
participants. Gaither did not attend the last two dinner
discussions. - The Los .Angeles meeting was surprising, how-:
ever, in that there was no representation from Berkeley, but
. six attended from the CaTifornia State College Systgm (Stan-
ford sent seven, UCLA three, Cal Tech two, plus two lawyers
-and one businessman). - T ‘

4
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3 e 4
~Gaither' i‘summary on?y a11uded to V1etnam onge, “and this d1d
not quite square w1th the assessment of Stanford -Law Profese
sor, Thomas Ehr11ch who -subsequently wrote Ca]ifano ‘that
most.ompd?tant the pa1e of V1et Nam obv1ous1y hiing over .our
" and- that "those 1n ‘the un1vers1t1es - students\and
facuTty === find no-one in -the Adm1n1strat1on who speaks to
them. “9 Ehr11ch recalled a recent appearance at Stanford by
Vice Pres1dent Humphrey, whose pr pared speech never even
mentioned Viet Nam, iﬂthough the war was obv1ous1y the
overwhe1m1ng concern .of an present.“ When quest1oned about
Vietnam from the audience, Humphgey responded "as though the
audience was the Rotary Club International.” "In short,"
Ehr11Ch conc1uded "to an” audience that cont1nua11y‘agonizes,
about the prob1em of ‘Viet hgm would it not be ,better to
reveal the Administration’ s” own. agony than to frame the
matter in black and white?" g . .
And so it went. %ﬁt Princeton, 14 Printeton academics

mee& ng,

- (eleven_of them from the Woodrow W¥ilson School) sharp1y

disagreed with eaohépfher'over the wisdom of discouraging
automobiles or lowering the minimumswage for youth, but even
Gaithers summary recorded the consensus that “"No intellec-
tual in” academic 1ife and no bright student fails to have
miggivings about Vietnam." John Roche, whe—was not there,
would doubtless disagree; he attended suhbsequent meetings at
the somewhat more hawkish southern campuses at Chapel Hill

*and Austin, where the considerab1y more hawkish Roche felt

more at home In North Carolina, the discussion hewed closer
to the Califano agenda, Tlargely. because the host and

e ———c—

9Letter Ehrlich to Califano, 7 July 1967, Bowen F11es,'

" Box 17, LBJ Library.
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university president, William Friday, was currently chairing
‘the administration's major outside education task force, bdt
thére was also great stress that "the the most disturbing
thing about Vietnam was the inequitable draft system and the
shelter of the university." The Yale group was much more
criticaT of the ‘hamhanded federal bhreaucracy and  its
‘restrictive catégoricaT grants, especially 1in health,
housing, and university research. This common university
concern for wmore basic research funds, Tess red_tape, more
student aid (which would allow them td raiéevtuitions), and
perhaps direct institutional aid as well, seemed,'together
with Vietnam, to be almost the only cohsehSual elements in a
sea of random notions and complaints. But they could
scarcely be called exciting new ideas. By July 20, when the
tast meeting was held in MNew York City, the urban riots
dominated all discussion -- although beyond deploring them,
there was little consensus on how best to respond.10 But
clearly spending more and more billions on a dubious war in
Vietnam while the American cities burned was a searing
‘ paradox that dkipp]ed Califano's efforts in the trou%ﬁfd

summer of 1967. As Provost (and economist) William Bowenkof
Princeton wrote to Califano, "I am not a sdbporter of the
Administration’'s policies in Vietnam. Viewed simply from the
perspective of resource allocation, it seems to be tragic to
be making the dinvestment in Southeast Asia which we are

»

& v .-
10The New York. dinner was the least campus-oriented
meeting, with the majority of its impressive assemblage
having no primary campus affiliation: McGeorge Bundy, Burke
Marshall, Pendleton Herring, Alan Westin, Allan Cartter, Paul
Ylvisaker, Mitchell Svirdoff, Wallace Sayre,. David Truman, -
and Gerard Piel. -

Ay
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| making at this time, when the need for effective action by
+ the Federal Government at home is so apparent.”ll
There was little that Califano and his domestic staff
could do about Vietnam (Moyers had tried, failed, and left),
and c?éar]y President Johnson's credibility problem and
- reputation for cynical manipulation were rubbing _off on
Califano and his White House entourage. In his friendly
"Dear Joe" letter, Stanford's Ehrlich had said "1 suspect
- that such meetings are held at Jeast as much to demonstrate
the President's interest .in the academic community's
. judgments as actually to determine those judgments." In
' August the general counsel of DOT private1y reported to .
Califano a subsequent conversation in Chicago with an unnamed
dinner guest theré ‘
o 1. He characterized it as a public relations

effort by the President for thé benefit of the
academics.

2. He doubted whether any of the participants
prepared for the meeting, stating that none of
hem felt they had much incentive if they were
oing to be allowed only five or ten minutes

to present their issues.

3. This man felt that the reaction of those
present was that the White House was not
seriously looking to these people for program
1deas o L] L] . i

! 4. He said the format was so abbreviated that it
- was doubtful whether leading academicians

11Letter, Bowen to Califano, 28 August 1962, Bouen
Files, Box 17, LBJ lerary.
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could IES {nduced to contribute a real
effort. '

Such evidence is derivative and impressionistic, as are
Gaither's summaries. But it seems reasonable to conclude
that even in the absence of particular problems of timing

~and war and riots, the unstructured and time-Timited format
for such idea-gathering academic trips was not conducive to
systematic, focused; and- sustained analysis of the strengths
and weaknesses of alternative policy choices.-
NevertheTess, .on August 7 the indefatigable Califano
reported to Johnson on the éight'meepinés with 115 of -the-
”nation“3'1eadfng experts éovering virtually every field. He
had written all 115 soliciting more detail oﬁ their ideas,
and additionally had scoured the President's -staff, each
department and agency head, the CEA, BOB, OST, and "bright
young - staff people" in general around the government, and
from all this would be compiled yet another massive "idea
“book. " ) ’
When this is comp]éted, I will have a list of

ideas and problem areas for your consideration to
be focused on next year. After that we can put
together groups from within or without the
Government to address the problems. As we did
last year, we will fge White House staff people on
each of the groups. N

Yet the 23 pages of new ideas (one per page, broken down by

/

proposal, prob]em, and source) in the Education section of

12Meho, John E. Robson to Califano, 15 August 1967,
Bowen Files, Box 17, LBJ Library. The complaining guest was
University of Ch1cago historian Richard Wade, whose concern
for the suburbs seemed to get short shrift

13Memo, Califano to the President, 2 August 1967, EX WE,
'NHCF, LBJ Library.
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Gaither's idea book for 1967 confirm a judgment that running
about the campuses with a kind of intellectual butterfily net
was a poor approach to legislative agenda formulation. Most
of the selected "ideas" fell into the scarcely novel why»not= .
do-more-of-this category -- ‘e.g., more model schools,
experimental schoois, ghetto 1lab schools associated with
urban universities,” federal funds for sch601 construction,
‘comprehensive educationaik parks geographically situated “to
Umaximize racial and class integration, teacher training- and
instructional materials centers for handicapped students.
There was much merit in a1l this, but it covered ground that
was already heavily worked by the professionals at HEW as
.we11 as by previous and current task forces. A second
cluster of recommendatfons reflected spectfal university
concerns or complaints, such as déploring grant re§tr1ctions
~and red tape, the irrationality of the federal distinction
between college and university formal denominations (was
Dartmouth College less worthy of research support than Bob
Jones .Univeﬁsity?),' the lack of a National Social Science
Foundation, the need for a more direct involvement of
universities with the various AID programs. QYa]e“s President
Kinaman Brewster called for a federally supported 1loan
program available to all college students with payback over
1ife based on the amount of income earned. Paying for the
college boom of the 1960s was of course a growing nationwide
concern, but it was already being heavily debated by the
Friday task force. : '

The closest the .white Hquse's entire andemic visit
enterprise of 1967 got to identifying ope salient new idea to
pursue, comparable to the intense concern over eér]y child-
hood of the previous year, was the suggéstion of-Chance11or
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report in 1968. 15

Harry éansom of the University of Texas at Austin that S0

‘Much  attention was being concentrated on disadvantaged

children that gifted children were being largely ignored.
Ransom pointed fo his own campus's "Jagged Profile Program,"

which identified and admitted applicants who were not well

rounded enough to -qualify narmally, but whose talents and
fnterests seemed SO iatense]y focused 1in one area -- to the
detriment of most others ==~ that they held promise of
genius. This concern for the over]ooked gifted u1timate1y

* Ted .to the appointment of an outside task force in the fall

of 1967, under the cha1rmansh1p of Champion Nard a Ford
Foundation vice president for educational programs. 14 gyt
given the savage ‘summer urban rioting, Califano and his
colleagues were more interested in using university expertise
to solve urban problems, and this proposed new Tinkage

‘invar1ab1y took the form of a call to extend the land-grant

college concept to the cities. This was a fuzzy concept that
had been much in vogue since at 1east the early 1960s, and
Presvdent Johnson had himself promoted it in his Irvine
speech in the summer of 1964. But on September 11 Califano
enthusiastically recommended to the President that a new
outside task force be appo1nted ‘to exp]ore the concept and

Nevertheless, far more sta]e,chaff,than fresh wheat germ
was reaped . from the academic visits of 1967. A cynical view

14Memo, Califano to the President, 4 Qctober 1967 EX
FG-600/Task Forces, WHCF LBJ Library.

15Memo Califano to the President, 11 September 1967 E
ﬂlf

FG-600/Task Forces, WHCF, LBJ Library. Johnson approved,
it does not cost a lot of extra money."
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would hold that the ﬁdea=gatheringefunction was ancillary to

the public relations and recruitmeﬁt‘Functions‘of the campus
trips of 1967 -- besides, it was a nice excuse for an over-
worked and exhausted White House staff to get out of Washing-
ton in the summer. In his memoir, McPherson expressed a mild
version of this cynical view: "The ostensible purpose [of

the 1967 acedemic trips] was to gather ideas for the follow-

ing year's 'legislative program.: I was_ equa11y concerned
about the erosion of good feelings between the university
community and the Administration. 1 hoped that’ the visits
would prove we were open to academic opinions; I was even
willing to say we were dependent upon them,"16 McPherson's
assessment of the visits is revealing: ’

At Harvard, the conversation was good and the
comments were knowledgeable and relevant. Most of -
the men around the table spent almost as much time
in Washington, advising departments and Budget
Bureau committees, as they did in Cambridge. They
knew what was politically feasible and did not
waste time proposing utopian measures. They told
us about recent research in education, in the
nature of effective community action, the delivery
of health services, and so on. They put this in
context with current programs and recommended
improvements.

Visits to Yale and the Bay area in California,
where professors traveled nearly as often to
Washington as did the Harvard men, were . also
productive. Elsewhere the take was disappoint-
ing. For ‘many distinguished scholars, the
country's chief problems had to do with 4nsuf-
ficient federal money for research in .their
fields, or unnecessary requirements for fellowship
grants. © The cities were burning down, the poor
were still going without money, good schools, and

16McPherson, Political Education, 293.
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medical care, the air 4nd water stank; but what
at HEW contracted for

really concerned them w.
research with individual ‘professors, and not with
the department heads, or the other way around.
For several other scholars there was only one
problem -- Vietnam. A1l else flowed from it or
could not be remedied because of it.

- No evidence suggests attributing a'cynica1 view to Califano
and his immediate young staff, whose energy and zeal and
indeed idealism seemed unflagging. But their peripatetic
idea-gathering could serve at best only as prelude to the
more foctsed, systematic, and sustained analysis of the major
task forges, which were thémseives preludes to- exetutive
branch,and ultimately presidentia1_decisions on the following
year's 1egis1ativé agenda. And in 1967 for educational
policy, that meant William Fridaygs task force, which in the

bca1ibre of {ts membership and the scope and gravity-of its

charge easily Tagched the distinguished Gardner task force of

1964.

The Friday Task Force

, " When in September of 1966, Califano asked President
Johnson to approVe a second outside task force onseducation,
he‘sqggested a potentié] memhership that had been recommended

by Gardner, Cater, Cannon, >a&3 Shriver. Johnson approved
with the scribbled admonition: "No press leaks -- ask these
men before you select them."l7 The appointed group (all were

white males) reﬁarkab1y'resemb1ed the recommended group, the
major exceptions being that William Friday rather than Sidney
Marland chaired the panel, and Harvard sociologist Thomas

17Memo, Caiifano to the President, 30 September 1966, FG
GOO[Task Force, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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Pettigrew replaced David Reisman (see List €).18 The group

first met in® Washington on November 22, where Commissioner

Howe briefed them with a candid and critical analysis of the -

major prob1ems affecting .elementary-secondary and higher

‘education and the continuing shortcomings of federal

efforts.” At that meeting the group decided to meet in
Washington the second Friday and Saturday of the'first $ix
months of 1967, 7looking toward their 30 June . reporting

date; " In December of 1966, Friday and?Cannon, the executive

secretary, received at their request a stream of letters from
task force members suggesting major agenda items and issues
to be addressed, and in the next six months Cannon's office

sent, the members a massive amount of literature to digest,

although major dicuifion centered on the Coleman Report and

on the Civil Rights Commission's more recent report, Racial

Isolation in the Public_Schools; plus OE's report on future

. education.

policy recommendations for federal aid to 1ower and higher

19

As is the case with most such groups, the majority of
the work was performed by a minority, and first-among equals

. was chairman Friday. But Friday was quick to acknowledge the

crucia4 role of Cannon, who enjoyed the comhination of
extensive experience and knowledge, a strond will and quick
mind, a similar role on the Gardner task force, la discernible
relish for the bureaucratic short-circuiting possibilities

18Gaither s best recb]lect1on was' that Johnson insisted

on switching Friday and Marland in the interest of regional
spread.  Gaither (te]ephone) interview with the author, 7
July 1982, ' ' '

19Mos'c documents on the ‘Friday task force are in th.‘
_Cater fi]es, Box 37, LBJ Library. . '
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LIST C: 1966 OUTSIDE TASK FORCE ON EDUCATION

. ~  Members of the Task Force on Fducation

{

i

William C. Fkiday, President
University of North ‘Carolina
(Chairman) ; _

Dav1d BeTT, Vice President
Ford Foundat1on
i .

Lee A. Duéridge, President
California Institute of
Technofogy

John Figcher, President
Teacher/s College

““"Co1umbia_University

Fred Harrington, President
Univefsity of Wisconsin
i '

Edward H. Levi, Provost
University of Chicago

-Thomas Pettigrew

Assdciate Profeéssor of Social
Psychology
(Harvard University

Sidney Marland
Superintendant
Pittsburg Schools
(Vice Chairman)

Hugh Calkins, Attorney
Cleveland, Ohio

J.W. Edgar M
Texas State Superintendant of
Public Instruction

-

John I. Goodlad, Director
Un1vers1ty E1ementary School
UCLA

Alexander Heard, Chancellor
Vanderbilt University

~ Father Walter Ong

Department of,Eng1ish
New York University

Samuel M. Brownell

Professor of Urban Educational
Administration

Yale University

Wiliam B. Cannon, Chief
Education, Science, and Manpower Division
Bureau of the Budget -
(Executive Secretary)
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that were inherent in'the task force device, and a strategig
location in the Budget Bureau.20 The task force naturally
¢lustered into lower and higher education subgroups. Pitts-

burg School Superintendent Sidney Marland not surpri51n91y

dominated discussion of eiementary and secondary education,
but he was joined by ap unanticipated source of strength in

Hugh Calkins, a lawyer and experienced<scho61 board member

from Cleveland. At the task force's third neeting, on
February 10 and 11, an attempt was made to narrow priorities
and force preliminary conciusions, primarily in the area of
lower education (a subgroup was to report later on -higher
education). Marland took the 1ead in exploring ways to halt
the exodus,of able school executives and 2o recruit and train

better teachers: The group. agreed that the natipn's'

teachers' colleges were second-class institutions, but since
taking them on frontally seemed so politically UnpromiSing,
it was thought bétter to encourage them to convert 'to liberal
arts colleges with higher academic standards, Jeaving the
teacher training to MAT programs at the major public univer-
sities, and at superior private ones 1ike Johns Hopkins and
Vanderbiit. Major currjgg}mﬁiChanges:were needed as well to
reach the lowest quartile of students who were simply not
Tearning “from their classroom experience>~’ The task force
agreed that "Much if not all of what the Task Force wants can
be accomplished und%f existing authorities in the Office of
Education, National Science Foundation, and . other

20p,thor 1interview with William Friday, 15 May. 1981;
- author interview with William Cannon, 15 September 1981.
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‘agencies."2l But clearly the growing problem of white exodus
could not. , : ‘

The question of the federal role in combating Whi%e
flight raised all the explosive questions of federal control,

social exper1mentat1on, bus1ng for racial ba]ance, and the
1like, and Harvard's Pettugrew 1ed the arguments to use the
federal leverage aggreSS1ve1y to maximize integration by race
and class. Drawing heavily on Racial Isolation in the Public

Schools, as well as on his own research and writing, Petti-
grew argued at the March 17 meeting that alass appeared to be
more important than race 1n determining educational ach1eve7
ment, but that both whites and blacks were harmed by
segregated educat1on, remedial or compensatory education was

helpful but limited. ‘What was crucial was true integration

of race and class. This was best achieved when Negro
enrollment in a school was more than 20% but less ‘than 40%,
ahd this goal "in turn was best achieved by constructing
educat%ona] parks on a metropolitan basis that necessiarily

T~

21Memo, Hugh F. Loweth (for William B. Cannon) to Task
Fprce,,Z March 1967, Cater files, Box 37, LBJ Library.
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would involve the white suburbs, funded by massive federal
‘aid as high as $50 million per,comp1ex.22 TN .
Cannon's minutes’ of the March 17 meeting merely ‘

summarized without comment Pettigrew's proposal for massiveh;B
and—highly conditional’ federal aid to lure suburbs into

. jointly constructing educational parks with the ‘cities.

AACénnon also summarized, much to his‘chagrin,-the~0Evproposa1s
for the future pattern of federal aid:

0 a general aid to the States, on the basis of a
State plan, . consisting of a Federal
supplementation grant and a replacement of
State revenues. By 1970 the Federal"
Government would put up $12-13 billion for
this program. ' '

0 temporary categorical programs to take care of
specia poverty problems, stimulate
innovation. This would cost something around
$1 billion by 1970.

Maximum devolution of responsibggity and control te
the States was the basic theme.

Within the context of Commissioner Howe's proposal to devolve
toward the states his Tit1e'III'authority, this reminded the
disgusted Cannon of-the old 1leave-it-on-the-stump-and-run

Pl

13

22upotes’ on the Task Force Meeting, March 17 and 18,

> : 1967," Cannon to Task Force Members,” 29 March 1967, Cater
files, Box 37,' LBJ Library. Calkins challenged Pettigrew
that, according Cannon's summary, "educational parks may not .
be the answer because .(a) ability —grouping - demands: may -
undercut  them and (b) they will 1n§6;§1fy an already major
problem in ghetto areas -- the lack 6f community institutions
-- and may work against [the] need to make ghettos decent
areas with good 1iving [conditions] and good schools."

3 - :
( 231bid. | s
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proposals.of the Kennedy admiAistration.24 T‘é Task force
itself was doubly divided over the question of general versus
categorical aid. At the elementary-secondary level, general
aid made sense because it involved an 1nterconnected legal
system with mandatory attendance, and it recognized the
h1stor1c primacy of the states in public educat1on.- - But
categorical grants had the advantages of target1ng specific
-populations, especma]]y the disadvantaged, of conditional
rquirements that states change _their financfng formulas
which discriminated 'agéinst cities, and that suburbs
participate in edutating jnner-city ;hderen; In higher
education, where the federal goyernmenf dealt with discrete
public and vprivate institutions where attendance was
vQluntary and tuition was required, categorical aid went to
i§¥t1tution§ rather than - constitutional-legal systems, and
general aid looked increasingly attractive to the hard
pressed colleges and universities, not only for their
students, in the form of.scho1arshibs and loans, but aTso
directly to institutions. The Frfday led subgroup on higher
educat1on, wh1ch included DuBridge (Cal Tech), Harrington

(Wisconsin), Heard (Vanderb11t) and Levi (Chicago), general- |
1y reflected the perspective of the prestigious American

Associatin of Universities, and favored not only expansion. of
HEA Title IIl aid to weak colleges (they talked exclusively
about "Negro Co11eges,“ although these always represented a
‘ minority of "developing institutions"), but especially of
- general institutional aid to the nation's best universities,
especially the private ones. .

24Cannon, interview with the author, 15 Septeﬁbéc.1981.'




By late Apri] the task %orce had f%ached agreement to:
(1) oppose general aid to e1ementary secondary education,

3

inc]uding_ bTpck grants of the Quie variety; (2) support .

school construction grants to promote suburban/inner-city and
racé/c]ass«iﬁtegration; (3) avoid stress on minorities and
discussion of racial balance; and (4) support general insti-

~-tutional aid for universities.25 Bybmid-May, consensus was -

reached on the main recommendations. For lower education,
~ these were: (a) radically increased funds for ESEA Title I;
{b) incentives td’/tates to change their allocation formulas;

{c) a curricular "moon’ shot" effort to improve. the instruc-/

tion of poor children; and (d) "A metropolitan school ram
‘{nvo1ving grants to enable cities to join with suburbs in
constructing public schools *in a manner and a place which
would attract a reasonable’ mix of classes and races. "26

The Friday Task Force met its goa1 of turning in the
final report by June 30. This impressive, comprehensive,

. secret, 149-page document boldy ca11ed for new and expanded
. g

*federa1 programs to:

o Double ESEA Title .1 appr0priations over the
next two fiscal years. ‘

4

2

o) Induce states to favor cities in _ their
allocation formulas.

0 Undertake a massive *"moon shot" effort in -
curriculum and dnstruction to avoid the
“national calamity" that a quarter of our

R a———

25Memo, Cannon. to. Task Force, 27 Apr11 1967, Cater
files, Box 37, .LBJ Library. .nu \

26mstatus of Educat1on Task Force De]iberations," 17 May
1967 Box 414 OMB Records Division, Nationa] Archives.
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children pass through school without learning
the 3 R's.

0 Appropriate $1 1/4 billion to construct city-
suburb schools integrated by race and class in
the 50 Targest metropolitan areas.

0 Radically increase all present programs of aid
to higher education, and add an unconditional"
program of general aid to every /- college and
university equal to 10% of instructional costs
plus $100 for each student. .

0 Establish a National Social Science
Foundation.

-0 Experiment with a free freshman year.

0 Offer college compensatory andA remedial
services to minority students.

0 Upgrade Negro colleges by pairing them with

- nearby white universities (on an intraregional

rather than the older North-;outh/white=b1ack
model of Michigan-Tuskegee). :

This brief summary of the report's most prominent and
controversial highlights does not begin to do justice to its
scope and detail. But it does éuggest-the unbreachably wide
gulf between the Friday report’'s moon-shot ambitions, which

27BAport of the 1966 Task Force on Education, 30 June
1967, Task Force File, Box &4, LBJ Library. The internal
. debate over the unrestricted genera1 aid formula for higher
education pitted Harrington against DuBridge, with the
Wisconsin president calling for equal flat amounts per
student, and the Cal Tech president for equal proportions of
instructional costs. The final report compromised on a
combination of both, arguing that an instructional cost
formula would be theoretically ideal, but adding a flat per
capita amount would help boost instructional costs at junior
colleges and  four-year nonresearch colleges, where
instructional costs had been unrealistically depressed.

¢
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the President a year before had exhorted them to embrace, and
the grim budgetary and political realities of 1967.

On May 20, the members of the Friday task force met with
President Johnson at the White House, together with Cater,
Cannon, Howe and Gaither. Friday's_recollection of that
meeting is vivid and painfully revealing: ~ "We talked about
the report for maybe five minutes, and then he spent the next

45 minutes talking about Vietnam."28

Swan Song ' .

So the powerful Friday Report, uniike the exquisitely
timed Gardner Report, fell upon hard times and resistant
ears. Oh, it did not die on the day of its nativity -- the
elaborately constructed task force machinery made sure of
that. In fact, it enjoyed an unusull Swan song that was rare
in the task force annals, and involved the President care-
fully violating his own iron rule of gecrecy. The circum-
stances were po1itica1, not surprisingi}, and centered in
general on the. battle over the QMﬁe amendment and the
Republican block grant strategy, and specifically on the mid-
summer Report of the Educatiena? Policies Commission of the

28Friday interview with the author, 15 May 1981. Also
painful is the irony of President Friday's subsequent decade-
long battle with the federal .courts and the Office of
Education, especia]]y under the Carter administration, over
integrating North Carolina's predominately white and black
campuses. Friday had been the task force's most forceful
proponent of the recommendations for black-white campus
pairing as a prelude to "Joint program development, sharing

of facu]ty, and academic facilities which can be jointly used

. . [because] increasing contact and|cooperation between
Negro and white institutions that can\ speed later racial
integration.” Friday Report, 86. k
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normally Democratic NEA, wh??ﬁ‘featured a proposal to abandon
categorical aid for state block grants, which wouid ailow the
NEA-dominated state systems to determine expenditures.
Seeking to blunt this alarming defection, Cater persuaded
Johnson to approve a l1eak to the press, and Cannon persuaded
Friday and his colieagues to agree.zg According?}, on August
21 New York Times reporter Marjorie Funter correctly reported

that the Friday Task Force had rejected general aid or block
. grants at thi§ time. She also correctiy Tisted a1l the task
force members, and even quoted accurately from the text of a
report that she was told (incorrectly) was still incom-
plete: "We have concluded that we do not favor general
Federal aid to elementary and secondary education (as
distinguished from higher education) at this time .
Although . . . we favor it as an ultimately desirable -- in-
deed, necessary -- objectiye."30 Hunter ‘went on to explain
in the Times that "The President approved leaking this story,
since it underlines his position on categorical versus
general -aid."31

29Memo, Cater t6 the President, 12 July 1967; Cannon to
Cater, 13 July 1967, EX FG/600, WHCF, LBJ Library.

301he quotation is from- page 46 of the Friday Report,
which refers to general aid as "a deferred goal.”"

31New York Times, 21 August 1967. On August 25 the
Times editorially endorsed. the Johnson/Friday position, but
observed that the federal government's major precedent for
categorical aid in education derived less from the ESEA of
1965 than .from the NDEA of 1958, and urged the prompt
extension of "categorical emergency funds" to such riot-torn
cities as Newark. '

2
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The Political Editorial of Commissioner Howe

'Meanwhﬂe Califano was cranking up the task force machi-
nery again to a summer's fever pitch. " He first appointed
eleven new outside task forces, most of which were scheduled
to report well into 1968. Presumably this major effort was
directed toward constructing a Tlegislative agenda for

President Johnson's re-election in 1968 and the subsequent

91st Congress, and it included Champion Ward's task force on .
the education of giff&d persons, and Paul Miller's on urban
educational opportunities. But the second session of the
90th Congress in 1968 was a more immediate, known quantity,
and toward this end Califano appointed 24 dinteragency task
forces. Witness Califano's drumfire of appoinfments«for the
Tast two weeks in August: |

Date Interagency Task Force . - ' Craiman——

Aug. 14 Sumer Programs Sargeant Shriver ==
Aug. 17 - Nutrition and Adequate Diets Charles Schultze
Aug. 18 Aduinistrtion of Academic Science Charles Schultze
Aug. 21 New Towns for 1968 Charles Haar
Aug. 21 Health B - - John Garder
fug. 21 Quality of the Environment Stevart Udal1
Aug. 25 Housing & Urban Devel opment - Robert Weaver
Aug. 28 Education \ John Gardner
Aug. 28 Manpower Willard Wirtz
Aug. 30 Civil Rights Ramsey Clark
Mig. 31 Child Development ~ William Gorham
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Gardner promptly bucked his educat1on task force down to
Howe, with "an agenda that consisted of the ampitious Friday
recommendations.  Late in October Howe sefit Califano an
interagency task force report on an outside task force report
that was remarkably candid in reflecting the collective
frustration, disappointment, anger, and synking morale of a
federal bureaucracy in charge of the Great Society's educa-
tional cornerstone. The preamble to the report was a Six-
page political indictment of the refent proliferation of
fragmented, underfunded, overpromised, categorica1l programs
(with well over 70 legislative authpriztions and more than
100 separate programs in OE alone not to mention the 15
other federal departments and ag
usually unéoordinated educational programs). The Gard-
ner/Howe preamble of political analysis ticked 6ff the major
sources of their agency's and‘constitﬁgncy’s deep malaise:

ies running major and

o  Some of this organizational and programmatic
abundance may Dbe counter-product1ve of
efficient educational outcomes; in any case,
it generates a large measure. of controversy
and bureaucratic struggle, some of it a direct

~1iability for the President . . . .

0 Because many of these programs came intgybeing
at a time of increasing budgetary stffingen-
cies, very—feiw Federal programs are fyaded on
a scale commensurate with what the R
authorized or the Administration conflemplated
when the programs were first be1ng defe

0 Because of these generally rest 1“ levels,
a “Targe share of recent app % ions - has
flowed into the adm1nistraf1v-Ah“ “rstructure

_{primarily in the case oﬁg”” Fentary and
secondary education) at thel®S e and local
levels, rather than into act'; gfiLy

tions where
community Wiy




would be morfz wide]j appreciated by the
b¢neficiaries. ' :

As a coﬁséguence, there was little demand on the part of most
educator$ for additional new legislation, apart from a

residual support for stringless, general aid to institutions

that had fueled much of the recent conflict over the Quie
amendment. Criticism was mounting over overlapping and
dupiicating programs .and “bureaucratic excesses" which
siphoned off funds for teaching'and_reseérch.

The result 1is a confluence of increasingly

embittered and frustrated educational interests
which view all new Tlegislativé .proposals as

ca¥¥frauds.” "Bold, new legislative programs" with
negligible first-year budgets are no longer taken
seriously, either on the Hill or in American educa-
Eion at-large.

cq‘ietitive "gimmicks" .at best or even as "politi- “\\\%

~ So Howe “wrote Califano on October 23 that the far-

reaching Friday proposals would be "enormously expensi!g.
The integration proposals would be hiQh]y controversial and

. .
{

32up Political Analysis of the Background for New
‘Legislation in the Field of Education," Tab 1, Report of the

Interagency Task Force on Education, October 196/, Cater
files, Box 39, LBJ Library.

324

L334,

0




@ v

"33 Howe dutifully reported

probably not politically viable.

that a majorfpy of his interagency task force also rejected .

for much the same reasons the Friday proposal for a new
program of unrestricted grants to all colleges and univer-
sities, so they proposed instead that a commission be formed
~under Secretary Gardner to study the coﬁp]ex question of
general aid to higher educatjon. But Howe cheated a little
bit, and added, in his cover memo'to .Califano, his strdng
minority view that the President should present the Congréss
in 1968 with a "bold, new" proposal for general aid to higher
education. Califano was dintrigued by the notion, and on
November 1 he called in Cater, Gaither, Gardner, and Howe to
discus§7the worsening financial crisis in higher education.
He then wrote Johnson that "this is the major problem in
éducation ‘today and probably the only major educational
problem which cannot be solved by legislation you have

already proposed and had enacted."3% Califano added that "I .

believe that this will produee“the capstone for yoUr remark-
able record of support for education in this country . . . .

33Memo,' Howe to Califano, 23 October 1967, Cater files,
Box 39, LBJ Library. In his report to Budget Director
Schultze, task. force member Emerson Elliott agreed that the
ambitious Friday recommendations were too expensive to
contemplate at that time, but he could not resist adding,
full in the Cannon tradition, that the Friday Report's "moon
shot" educational education recommendations "will be success-
ful only if we can construct some functioning interagency
mechanisms so that the contacts which NSF and NEAH have with
the academic and artistic communities can be brought in to
ventilate the stodgy educationists." Memo, Elliott to the
Director, 30 October 1967, Box 413, OMB Records Division,
National Archives. :

34Memo, Califano to the President, 1 November 1967, EX
FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library.

- 325




If we can devise an imaginative program of basic aid to

higher education, your record of support for education will *

be complete and unparalleled in human history."  Johnson
approved a directive that Gardner and Howe explore the
alternatives for Tlegislative program recommendations in
December.
A Bureaucratic War : N
That started a bureaucratic war. The Office of
Education was full of staffers whose categoriqg]‘ programs
were 1imping along on withered appropriations, and to them
the prospect of a potentially bottom]ess well of generaL,aid
to more than 2,000 colleges and universities was appalling.
On November 8, HEW's Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation, William Gorham, attended a wrap-up meeting of the
interagency task force on education called by Califano, whére
it was apparent to. Gorham that "Joe Califano wants the
Congress offered a' Broposa] for a new Federal program of
general stringless institutional support “for higher

education." Gorham promptly wrote‘Secretary Gardner that he -

and Wilbur Cohen agreed that this would be a "serious error"
because (1) most of the institutional aid would go to middle
and upper-income gfoups, (2) such institutional entitlements
were indiscriminate, rewarding both Podunk and Yale, and‘(3)
" the alleged financial crisis in higher education had never
been <convincingly documented. “In my judgment,""Gorham
concluded, "the clear needs of our most disadvantaged
citizens and their children should take precedent over the
oddly inarticulated financial difficulties of) our colleges
and universities."3% The financial difficu]t?é}'were real
‘enough, given the baby boom coming of college age, the

[4
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consequential construction boom, the wartime inflation, and
the eternal shortfall from tuitions, but if they were "oddly
inarticulated," it was because the higher education commupity -
was so disaggregated -- by size, quality, race, sex

gion, region, wealth, and public-verus-private sponsorship.
The Friday task force had been split by the DuBridge-
Harringtbn dispute, but the§ghad been able to éomprohiSe down
the - middle (with somewhat dissembling logic) on a Solomon-
- esque formula‘that provided for both per capita, flat-rate

- aid and a percentage of cost of instruction as well. But an

institutional ‘holding company 1ike the prestigious Americ§n
Council on Education was inevitably paralyzed by such ¢ross-
cutting disputes. Gardner sensed this lack of consensus, and
persisted in opposing general aid to higher education. But
Califano and Howe leaned the other way. So in mid-December a
series of White House conferences was held to try to hammer
out a policy consensus on financing higher education, and the
core of this group consisted of Califano, Cater, and Gaither
from the White House staff; Gardner, Cohen, Howe, and‘Peter'
Muirhead from HEW; and from the Budget Bureau, Director
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Schultze and Wiiliam Carey, who usually kept notes,36 Other
participants included, from time to time, Shriver, Donald
‘Hornig, Huitt and Gorham, plus Wilfred Rommel -from BOB.
Occasionally aftention Eentereq on ‘vocational education, with
an apparent consensus that (a) vocational education was
extremely expensive; (b) virtually every evaluation showed
that graduates of vocational schools performed poorly in
comparison with standard high school graduates; and (c).
vocational programs were nevertheless extremely popular with

PR

36more often, than not, the notes or memos of" senior
Budget Bureau personnel ref1ected an ironical, antibureau-
cratic, even mischivous tone. Emerson Elliott soberly noted
of the December 12 meeting _that “Gaither, ever the sphinx,
busily took notes but made no comment." The following day,
Carey report@d ith delicious irony that Gardner and Howe had
denounced any program of general aid (as ever) "at this
time," but then Howe had introduced a nine-point package that
in effect called for general aid for higher education by
another name. - The meeting was interrupted when Califano,
Gardner, and Schultze were called away to dea1.withvmore
pressing matters.. Carey Wrly recorded: "Absent Califano,
Schultze and Gardner, the survivors addressed attention to
Howe's nine point program¢ It appeared that the Gardner-Howe
distaste for general aid did not extend tp the nine
points.” The BOB note-takers were especially and character-
istically acerbic. ‘Carey. opposed an adult educational
program as "recreational education for the wmiddle- class,"”
called a telecommunications proposal "old-fashioned hogwash,"
complained that excessively detailed Federal earmarks actual-
ly discouraged-state and local governments from comprehensive
planning, but conceded that the current HEW proposals could
be worse: "We couldn't lose anything -- the proarams are
already tousy and we have failed in cut-backs." Memo, R.C.
Carlson to Carey, 5 October 1967, Box 413, OMB Records
Division, National Archives. BOB's Steffen W. Plehn wrote
Carey flatly that HEW's current proposal for undergraduate
financial aid was "a non-recommendation for a-non-program
(i.e., meaningless)." Memo, Plehn to Carey, 6 October 1967
Box 413, OMB Records Division, National Archives. _
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the powerful American Vocational Association,'with its strong
alliances in Congress.
There was relatively Tittle gjscussion at the December
conferences of the broad range of issues in elementary-
" secondary education. This was partiy'because most of them
had beenlthought tbhough and fought through during the first
session of the 90th Conéress, and the second session, in
1968, was clearly gofng to feature higher edutation issues.
The Friday "moon-shot" recommendations seemed to be too

~ ambitious and expensive to consider seriously, and the Friday

~schopl integration propbsa1s were both 'budget-busting and
political anathema.
%inte‘agency_task force chaired by William Gorham' to assess
chi1d development in 1ight of the Hunt Report.
interagency task force; Gorham's group was unuéua11y large
and peppered'with outsiders. Its 20 members included such
.weighty pub]ic‘ servants as Gorham, Cater, Gaither, Alice

 Rivlin, Lisle Carter, plus Alexander Greene and Richard -
also participating were Urie

Carlson  from Budget;
Bronfenbrenner of Cornell and Nicholas Hobbes of Vanderbilt
== both former members of thesHunt. task force.
impressive group met thrice 1in. October, ;nd on November 7

Gorham's

sent Califano a 34-page report‘that summed up the prevailing
mood veny'nice1y in the first paragraph: jIn a stringent
budget year, this Task Force devoted most of its attention to
requirements for research and deve1opment,<?o suggestions on
ﬁodest expansion or gadirection of operating (service)

N
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'programs and to opportunit1es to learn more from our

operating programs."37

The key was the stringent budget year, because the
Vietnam war was devouring the Great Society's budget.
Califano's Decgyhg? review could find no consensus on an LBJ
' "capstone" .program of genefa1 aid.to higher education. There

wasn’t going to be a "bold, new" capstone program for higher .

education in 1968, partly because of budget stringency, but
also because there didn't need to be. By 1968,J§1rtua11y al
of _the accumulated higher.educatioK'ngs wehe‘up for renewal
and extension -- the NDEA of 1958, ‘the Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963, the HEA of 1965, with all® their
myriad titles and categor1ca1 programs with their grow1ng,

triangular 1inkages of subcommittee, agency, -and consitus

.ency. By 1968, the massive momentum of the Gredt Society
machxne was po11tica11y unstoppab1e. President thnsog could
propose a bare-bones budget,. but with a11 those cherished
Great Society laws on the books and up for renewaT, Congress
would instinctively inflate the authorizations (this excludes
the  uncherished ones, like much of the antipoverty war).

sThen Johnson would denounce irresponsible budget-busting
_committees in Congress, but.it was a hypocr1t1ca1 rage, be-

cause Johnson had so mastered the camel's-nose system that

the Great Society's vast network of "iron triangles" was

fundamentally predicated upon it. Char1es:wack,'Johnson's _

last Budget Director, recalls the President's 1egis1ative

strategy of minimally fundfng‘programs to get their foot in

37“Report of the Task Force on Child Development," 7
November 1967, Task Forces Fi1e, Box 20, LBJ Library. :
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the door, then re1y1ng upon the consituency-agency- subcom—
mittee triangle to jack up future budgets:

The legislative technicians, and I include in there
the President and Califano and Wilbur Cohen, were s -
of the 'school that you take what you can get, and
run. Then they would ‘come back and say, "Oh, just
start it with five million or ten million, a foot
in the door." And-if you look at the HEW program,
ft's just loaded with 1ittle bitty -programs.™ Some
of them we haven't funded, but most of ‘them we put
a little bit in and then fhey come back and start
- “working . . . Wilbur Cohen, if he were .here would
say, "It's the only ‘way you can get things done.
You grab it and run when you can. You worry later
about getting it funded, at a low level 1n1tia11¥8
and once you get the foot in the door you start.’

In 1968, Johnson was to be hoist by his own-petard, not only
on Vietnam, but pawadoxically, on, the political foundations -
. . Py £1; N . ‘ ’
of the Great Society as well, ' . - = 535
N . . ) 4 . .

N . < "
© . ‘ . “ ‘ i
. 3

N 38Transcript, Charles Zwick 0ra1'History'Interview, Part
11, 1 August 1969, 16517, LBJ Library.
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- CHAPTER EIGHT

THE PARADdX OF 1968

The Economic Dilemma of 1968

President Johnson's f1rm cdmmitment to construct an -
extreme]y tight budget - for fiscal 1969, a decision that.
foredoomed the major Friday proposals and Califano's hope for
. a capstone program of stringless 1nst1tut1ona1 ‘aid for higher

educat1on, was rooted in his Vietnam esca1a§1on of 1965. The
annual rise of consumer prices, which had averaged only 1.3
" percent during the extraord1nqny expansion of 1961- 1965 had
soared to 4.2 percent by -1967-1968. The continued strong
growth . of the gross national product was’ sufficient to
'sustain a Johnsonian policy of "guns Eﬁ!l butter?“ but not .
- -without a tax dincrease, and prior to. 1967 Johnson had
_ dec1iged to propose one, apparently because he believed it
was needed but cou]d not pass. A major consequence of this
_inability or refusa] to use fiscal policy to restrain the
economy’ was that a d1Sproport1onate share of the burdep fell
to moﬁetary policy, which by restricting the money Tsupb]y
drove . interest rates up and create&.a crisis in,tﬁe'money
markets and hence especially in the housing fndustry as early

as 1966. A resultant "minirecession” temporarily relieved
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the bverexpéﬂsion in the cold months of 1966~1967. But by
the summer of 1967, the dangerously overheating economy
prompted the Troika (at this time consisting of Gardner
Ackley of the FEA, Treasury Secretary Henfy Fowler, and
Budget Director Charies Schutize) im June to urge Johnson to

~ask Congress for a prompt tax increase. Ackley recalls
Johnson's dilemma in his oral history:

Clearly Johnson wanted to have both guns and
butter; and he feilt that it was wrong, not only
in 1966, but also in 1967 and early 1968, to say
that simply -because. you were having to spend
more for guns that it would have to come out of
proarams for the poor, and out of education, and
all .the Great Society programs. This just
really hurt. This was one of the ‘reasons, 1
guess, why he eventually came around to the 1dea
of a tax increase, so he could have them both.
But he was having to cut the budget well below
what he wanted to do; there had to be a certain
amount of window dressing in the budget about
preserving the Great Society prograqs and
keeping them expanding at least on paper.

In August Johnson formally asked Congress for a 10% surcharge
on corporate and personal income taxes.

One consequence of this is that Congress fought the
President bitterly over the 'politically exb1osive‘issue of
tax increase versus expenditure reduction, and did not get
around to passing - the highly unpopuilar tax increase until

, 1Transcript, Gardner Ackiey Oral History Jnterview, 7
March 1974, 11, 16. See also David C. Mowery and Mark S.
Kamlet, "Killing the Messenger: Fiscal and Budgetary Policy
Processes in the Johnson Administration,” paper delivered at
the 1981 meeting of the American H1stor1ca1 Association in
Los Angeles, 28 December 198l:; Johnson had originally. called

for a 6% tax surcharge in January of 1967, but he sent no

specific message or bill to Congress until August. For
Johnson's view, see Vantage Point, Chapter 19.




June 28, 1968 (it was the first such general tax increase
since 1951), which was too late 'to dampen effectively the
overheated econcmy, - but was close enough to the fall
elections to inflict wmaximum pain upon the members of
Congress. Another, more immediate consequence 1is that
Johnson was thrown into intensive and painful negotiations,
begining in the faTj‘of 1967, with the barons of thewHiTT's
major financial committees -- Wilbur Miils of House Ways and
Means, George Mahon of House Appropriations, and Russelil Long
of Senate Finance -- bargaining a tight budget for fiscal
1969 in order to get his tax increase. . During that same
fall, while CongréSs was stailing the tax ‘increase “in
committee and the administration's open housing bill as well,
the President was also taking a severe congressional beating
on his proposalis for foreign aid, model 5hities, and rent
supplements for the poor. True; the administration's popular
elementary and secondary education programs had been treated
very generously in 1967, with Congress funding $3.9 bill5on
for OE to spend in fiscal 1968, and authorizing a $9.3
billion extension through 1970, even without the administra-
tion's request. But under the stringent new fiscal circum-
stances, the fate of the higher education programs in the
administrations new budget was bound to be gr1m

The Tight Executive Budget for Fiscal Year 1969
» ‘An indicator ‘of higher education's lean prospects’ for
fiscal - 1969 1is Califano's eleventh-hour appeal to the
President, by cablegram to the LBJ Ranch on January 3,
begging Johnson to reconsider his Christmastide d1sapprova1
of a modest $99 million increase 1n college student‘g1d to
which “Schultze, HEW and I gave high pr1ority " Saynng "I am
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not sure 1 made clear precisely what is at stake,” Califano
expiained their main reason for appeal by confidential
telegram:
To avoid reducing below fiscal 1968 the number
of entering freshmen who would receive Equal
Opportunity Grants, while continuing aid for
students now receiving it. This is the 4th year
of student aid programs.  Thus, to keep the
number of entering freshmen receiving grants
unchanged, it 1s necessary to dincrease the

program. This will not be necessary after this
year. ‘

Johnson's bTunt‘repiy was "Disapprove any increase,” which
meant that Great Society support. for ~equal-opportunity
freshmen would drop from 105,000 in fiscal 1968 to 63,000 in
fiscal 1969 even though enroliment pressures were still
growing. , '

The Presidert*s Annual Budget Message, sent to Congress
on January 29, called for a 33 billion increase for Vietnam
and a hold-the-1ine approach for domestic programs.3
Education spending would rise to $4.7 billion, a modest $200
miliion dincrease over 1968 levels, but Johnson's appropri-
ations requests ran .generally half below what Congress had
authorized the previous fall. Student aid funds would
increase $53 million to total $574.8 million. But the price
of this was a drasti%jéijji in coliege facilities construc-
tion from $817 million >to $300 miilion. Johnson heavily
larded the education section of his budget message with-
impressive figures demonstrating expenditure and program

2Telegram, Califano to the President, 3 January 1968, EX
FA 2, WHCF, LBJ Library. ‘ ‘

Spublic Papers: Johnson, 1968, I, 83-112.
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growth since 1964, but the real 1lean message for the
immediate future was ciear to veteran congressmen, lobbyists,
and journaiists.

When the President fleshed out his education program in
the special message of February 5, he couched it in the boid,
Rooseveltian rhetoric of deciaring a Fifth Freedom: Freedom
from Ignorance (to add to Rooseveit's freedoms of speech, of
worshipg from want, and from fear). Johnson cailed for small
increases in such existing programs as Head Start and Upward
Bound (both OEO programs), Follow Through, adult education,
Teacher Cofps,_ and a "streamlining" of vocational educa-
tion. He also proposed start-up, seed-money for seven small
new programs, including bilingual education and the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting (both authorized but not funded
. in 1967), Stay-in-school dropout prevention, facilities
sharing, and strengthening graduate education. Several of
his proposals coincided with recommendations of the Friday
task force, most notably the facilities-sharing Networks for
Knowledge, pursuit of excellence in graduate education,
Partnership for Learning and Earning 1n-vocat16n61 education,
and greater efforts in planning and evaluation. As Roy Reed
reported in the New York Times the same day, the President

seemed to be "searching for programs of initial low cost but
with a potential for growth." Also in the Times Fred
Hechinger acknowledged Johnson's early admission that "To
meet our urgent needs within a stringent overai1 budget,
several programs must be reduced or deferred."” But then
Hechinger added: '
Then he quickly tried to counter the
economizing unpleasantness by issuing a call for

changes or reforms which either will require
~only a littie start-up money or no money at all,
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and another call for some blue-printing of
entirely new actions which will be expensive at
some unspecified time in the future, but cost
nothing now. This second call concerned
primarily higher education.

It was vintage Johnson. Wilbur Cohen, the old salami-slicer
and master incrementalist, must have been prbud of those new

Tittie "budget wedge" items tucked into even this barebones

domestic budget -- Tike MNetworks for Knowledge, a small pilot
program to provide financial incentives to colleges and
universities to pool resources by sharing faculties, facili-
ties, equipment, and library and educational services (dUring
the December program and budget/réview sessions, Schultze had
attacked Networks for Knowledge as typical of the excessively
proliferated, fragmented, and small categorical programs in
HEW, and especially in OE). Appropriately, Cohen was soon to
preside over the whole salami-sliced, categorical HEW empire.

The Congressional Agenda

Clearly the main educational agenda for Congress in 1968
was no less than the renewal, extension, and amendment of the
three giant higher education acts of the past prolific
decade: (1) Eisenhower's NDEA of 1958; (2) Kennedy's
bsthumous) Higher Education Facilities Act (HEFA) of 1963;
and (3) Johnson's HEA of 1965, including the National
Foundation for Arts and Humanities Act. The granddaddy,

SNew York Times, 11 February 1968. The Times unhappily
editoralized on February 7 that "education this year has had
to bow to the budgetary consequences of the war in Vietnam,"
but ‘that there was a danger in a loss of momentum, and "the
dismal conditions {in the nation’'s slums and the riots and
alienation that spring from them are a reminder that this is
not the time for reducing or deferring preventive action."”
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path-breaking NDEA alone had eleven complex tities, most of
~ which in 1958 had concentrated somewhat narrowly on the
| security-related fields of science, mathematics, and fo%eign
fanguages. Renewals in 1962 -and 1964- had, through the
classic American process of pluralistic bargaining, extended

- NDEA's coverage to virtually all areas of education, private
as well as public, on the politically appealing but inteliec-
tually .bankrupt assumption that virtuaily ail academic
discipiines are ultimately defense-related. Add to that the
four titles of Kennedy's HEFA of 1963 and the eight titles of
Johnson's HEA of 1965, plus their subsequent extensions by
amendments, and the educational agenda for Congress in 1968,
despite President Johnson's tightly constrained budget, was
enormous in its potential for renewal and expansion.

But Johnson had. at least somewhat limited the higher
education'agenda by avoiding any radical new departures in
the pattern of federal aid to higher education, such as the
Friday proposal for relatively string]eés institutional
grants based on a combination of enro)1ment and instructional
costs. This was important not because the Friday recommenda-
tions were wrongheaded; in fact, 1ike most recommendations of
the Friday report, they were reasonably we11) researched,
balanced with compromise, and looking toward the future.
Rather, it was because no consensus existed within the
administration or within Congress on how best to assist
higher education, and that in turn reflected the lack of
consensus in .the higher education community itself. The
Friday task force compromise, remaining secret in Johnson's
Jealousy guarded task force closet (except to paraphrase the
Vicar of Bray, when leaks of loyalty no harm meant), did not
reflect a broad constituency debate. Opinion within HEW, OE,




the NSF, the Budget Bureau, and the White House s affgwas as
deepiy divided as was opinion within the academfic community
itselif. Clark Kerr, who chaired the Carnegie Comm1ssion on
Higher Educat1on, was known to oppose general a1d to h1gher
education, whether in the form of block grants/to the states
or tuition tax credfts. But the Kerr Comm1ssyén s report was
‘not due until July. Finally, in April o? 1967 Secretary
Gardner had appointed an Advisory Committee on Higher
Education chaired by Chancellor ‘W. Clarke Wescoe of the
University of Kansas and charged with examining the rela-
tionship'between the federal government and institutions of
higher education and recommending ways to' improve that
relationship. But the Wescoe committee was also not due to
‘report until July of 1968. So under’ the conditions of severe
budget constriction, the disarray of academic and constitu-
ency opinibn, and the future reporting dates of najor recom-
mending bodies, Pqpsident Johnson chose the prudgnt path, in
his special message on education, of asking the Secretary of
HEW to prepare a 1long-range plian on federal support for
higher education in America. 5 , \Q’“g
The Collapse .of Morale

But who was the Secretary of HEW’ No one knew, since
John Gardner had resigned on January 25, 1968. Late iq
December, Gardner had delivered an address at the annual

5At a White House press conference occasioned by the
President's special message on educat1on, Commissioner Howe
bravely explained that the President had "recognized the need
for some form of general aid to our colleges and universi-
ties" and therefore had asked the HEW Secretary to plan "a

totally new strategy" for federal support of higher educa-

tion.
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meeting of the American Statisticé1 Association (trained as a
psychologist, Gardner had formerly taught gtatistics), where
he had hinted at his profound misgivings about the course of
American society and the inadequacies of the Great Society:
It does not seem to me that either the .
Congress or the public is fully aware of the
alarmming character of our domestic crisis. We.
are in deep trouble as a people. And history is

not going to deal kindly with a rich natign that
will not tax itself to cure its miseries.

Early in January Gardner told President Johnson that he was
determined to resign, and Johnson probed him for half an hour -
as to why. Gardner's own account of this painful meeting
holds that he drummed the message across that the_country was
falling apart and that -Johnson could not hold it together.
Gardner recalls that the President responded with a "cool
self-evaluation and a melancholy realism" that belied his
pubiic image as the. charging cowboy fullback.’ Also . in
January, Budget Director Schultze resigned. By then, morale
in the execufive branch, and especially in HEW and OE, which
had accrued so much of the Great Society's programmatic
tegacy, was generally miserable. .The Gardner/Howe inter-
agency task force on education of 1967 had vented this
frustration eloquently, and the follow-on Cohen/Howe

6ohn M. Gardner, "Remarks" delivered at the annual
meeting of the American Statistical Association, Washington,
D.C., 27 December 1967. - The Cater files in the LBJ Library
reveal a consistent drumfire of memos to the President
reminding him that he had not spoken to his loyal and able
Republican Secretary of HEW recently, and that Gardner
deserved and could use some presidential jollying-up.

*7john Gardner, interview with the author, 7 May 1981.
Upon leaving the government, Gardner launched Common Cause.
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interagency task force of 1968 bitterly echoed the theme that
there was already an overdose' of underfunded'1egi31atidn on

_‘the books. Samuel Halparin recalls the fatigue and malaise:

I had the impression, particularly in 1967, 68,
of great haste, great superficiality. And
political naivete of the highest order . . .
the staff work of Gaither and Califano doesn t
begin to compare, for example, to the sophisti-
_cation of the staff work that Mr. Cater engaged
in, let's say, in '64-'65. I have to say that
by '67-'68 perhaps all of us were doing sloppier
work. We were overextended, ovgrtired, and our
morale left a 1ot to be desired.

Part of this growing resentment .was clearly directed at
Califano and his aggressive staff of "Whiz Kids". Witness
Haiperin, again:

I think Mr. Califano gave the impression
from afar that he would deal with Secretaries of
Departments or with God Almighty -- and then
only grudgingly. Califano went to great lengths
to make decisions. I don't believe he checked
with the President on many key issues. With as
few people around who knew the details of what
was going on as possible, many of the decisions
were made by him with a person such as Secretary

/ Gardner who did not really know the substance
and the detail of many of the proposals and
couldn't be expected to. 1 found that Mr.
Califano was arrogant, uninformed, bright but
exceedingly thin because he was spread over such
a broad area.

Part of it stemmed, also, from the Johnson administration's
increasing - resort to the bureaucratic short-circuiting
possibiiities of the secret, White House-centered, task force

: 8Transcr1pt Samuel Halperin Oral History Intervmew, 24 ¢
February 1969, 10-11, LBJ Library , o
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device.? Recall the scorn even of the Budget Bureau's Harold
Seidman, who had been White House liaison for Donald Price's
1964 outside task force on government reorganization, but who
complained about the abuse of task forcing as early as 1966:
Task forceitis ran rampént. At least
forty-five task forces were organized in the
fall of 1966. Papers were circulated on an
“eyes only" basis and when agency people were
included on the task forces they were reluctant
to tell evenﬁ}heir bosses about what they were
doing. The ‘task force operation bred a miasma

of suspicion and distrfst without producing very
much that was useable.

But the most morale-shattering bombshell of all burst on
March 31, when President Johnson announced that he would not
accept renomination. Although Johnson claims in his memoirs
that he and Lady Bird had decided this as early as 1964, and
that he had told virtually all of his close associates,11
both the press and his own White House staff had Hong assumed
that such talk represented" only a ventilation of normal
presidential frustrations, and that Johnson would surely run

-for re-election. Af%er all, he always had. As early as May

of 1967 Califano had been gearing up for the 1968 campaign
with Johnson's full knowledge and approval, detailing Fred
Panzer to compile an accémp1ishment file, Fred Bohen to work
up éxpenditure data on domestic programs and federal aid by

H

”

Isee Hugh Davis Graham, "Short-circuiting the Bureacracy
in the Great . Society: Policy Origins in Education,”

Presidential Studies Quarterly (Summer, 1982), 407-420.

04aro1d Seidman, Politics, Position, and Power {third
edition; New York: Oxford, 19807, 9i.

11Vantage Point, chapter 18.
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congressional district, Gardner Ackley to collect economic
data, and Alexander Trowbridge (as Secretary of Commerce, he
controlied the Census Bureau) to provide population data.
But how should the consfderab]e time and effort required to
pay for gatherind and organizihg these massive data be paid
for? Califano complained to President Johnson that "The
government (at. least on the domestic side) is clearly not
geared to get‘ the type of informatidn we should have for
campaigning and for program planning in a Presidential
election year," but he exclaimed that "It would be a shame
not to use the incredible advantage we have in terms of
information through the use of the Federal Government."12
Califano's solution was disingenuous, though probably not
. novel: 3 >
Budget has a management survey fund and»since

this is management information which Budget
legitimately needs, I think they can pick up the

tab. This—should in no way be related to

campaigning cause its need and use are much
more lasting . . . . In this way, we can serve

two purposes -- both political purposes vis-a-
vis 1968 campaigning and program purposes at the
same time. -

As they say, Joe Califano was a smart 1awyér.

1?Memo, Califano ;6 the President, 10 June 1967, Bowen
files, Box 14, LBJ Library. ¥
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By late March of 1968,Califano had assembled a core of
campaign4p1anners,13 and had assigned to Robert Hardesty the
task of constructing two books designed to assassinate the

* political character of Johnson's two most 1ikely challengers

for the nomination: Senator Eugene McCarthy ("A lazy,
careless attitude; conservative stands; 1ong-time supporter
of special interest grolips; Betrayer of youth") and Robert

Kennedy ("The hatchet man; protege of Joe McCarthy and his

ruthless disrespect for civil liberties; A man emotioné]]y
and temperameqta11y uhfrt for the Presidency; A Johnny come-

lately on Civil Rights“).l4 As late as March 25, Johnson

approved bdrrowing John Robson from DOT to replace Gaither on
campaign planning (Gaither was leaving to practice law in San
Francisco), and on March 28 Robson reported to Califano on a
meeting on LBJ's campaign posture .that worried over -the
negative-choice quality of the President's strengths ("More
trustworthy than RFK; Less disliked than RFK; A steady, if
unimaginative, hand on the tiller") and over the vulner-
abilities that were inherent in his image ("LBJ's personal
war, and he's stubborn and inflexible about it; A be]igerént"

" “President; Inability to communicate with yputh"). Then just

three days later Johnson rendered it all irrelevant, except

13The group included GZ'Hfano, Gaither, Bohen, Cater,
McPherson, Panzer, Hardesty, John Roche, Matthew Nimetz,
Stanley Ross, DeVier Pierson, Charles Maguire, Lawrence
Levinson, Edward Hamiiton, William Jordan, George Reedy
George Christian, Thomas Johnson, Lloyd Hackler, and Jof
Robson. In The Vantage Point Johnson claims that he tol¢
George Christian of his decision in September of 1967.

18vemo, Hardesty to Califano, 26 March 1968, Bowé
files, Box 14, LBJ Library. As John Dean was 1later
exclaim, "They throw big rocks in this town."
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for Vice President Humphrey, who inherited all the planning
along with a politically disastrous legacy.

A Vast Contradiction

By the spring of 1968, then, the discredited Johnson
Administration appeared to be in a 3tate of exhaustion and

~collapse, with. the ‘country disolved in ghétto and campus

riots and massive demonstrations against the war in

Vietnam. .= The Kerner Commision turned its guns on the

embittered Johnson, at least implicitly; the campuses erupted
in violence; - and when Martin Luther King was murdered, the
ghettos expoloded again, especially in : b]éck-majority
Washington and nearby Baltimore.l® A ‘

In April, Johnson launched Califano and his staff on an
intensive mission to explore how best to establish his school
of public affairs, to be set next to his pres1dent1a1 library '
on the campus—ef the University of Texas at Austin. 16 . 1n
May, Johnson kindly rejected an offer to become Distinguished
Professqr of Government at his alma mater, Southwest. Texas

15¢0e Hugh Davis Graham, "On Riots" and Riot Commissions:
Civil Disorders in the 19605 " The Public Historian (Summer
1980), 7-27.

16ca1ifano, Gaither, and Levinson solicited and reported
to the President the advice of public affairs deans Brewster
Denny (University of Washington), Stephen Bailey (Maxwell),
Donald Price (Kennedy), Marver Bernsteir (Woodrow Wilson),
plus Rithard Neustadt at Harvard and Wallace Sterling at
Stanford. Sterling, who had recently retired, recounted
Stanford's embarrassing - difficulties with the intrusive
Herbert Hoover, and Johnson was unan1mous1y advised not to
make the dean's job impossible by meddling in academic policy
or administrative matters, and not to accept appointment as a
member of the faculty, 'other +than perhaps as occasional
lecturer. ,
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, State College in San Marcos,/}nd accepted instead an offer to
join the University of Texas as Distinguished Lecturer in

Y ‘
- Public Affairs.l’ Such exhaustion, loss of focus, and
general disarray fits comfortably with our modern understand-
. 3 ‘
ing of the cyclical flow and ebb of presidential power, and
espgciaiﬁy of ' recent 1lame-duck administrations.l8 As
'President Johnson told Harry McPherson: ) o -
¢ You've got to give it all you can, that
. first year. Doesn't matter what kind of o .
> . g majority you come in with. You've got just one ‘ o
year when they treat-you right, and before they AN
° start worrying abeut themselves. The third: '
year, you lose votes . -« - The fourth-year is
{// all politics. .Y can't put anything through:
when Jiaif the Co %uress is thinking ‘how to beat
you. .
~ But instead of lame-duck collapse, Johnson's Gre Socjety
' agenda, especially 1in education, roared through the Congress
\k\' 1ike a flood in 1968. .How can we account for so vast a
/ r
.contradiction? - The explanation 1lies paradoxically in a
fa

combination of two fefces that are themselves ostensibly
o ] contradictory.  One force represented the great momentum
established by the Greé; Society's“ legislation machinery,
centering on the task force device, but deeply rooted.in the A
N ¢ . .

17Letter, [President] James K. McCrocklin to the
President, 27 May 1968, EX PP.14, WHCF, LBJ Library. © Letter,
Johnson to [Regent Chairman] Frank C. Erwin, Jr., 18 May

1968, EX PP 14, WHCF, LBJ Library.

18The standard analysis, and deservedly so, is Thomas E."'X“-
Cronin, The State of the Presidency (second edition; Boston:
Little, Brown, 1980). Cronin was a member of Johnson's
premier class of White House Fellows.
19Quoted in McPherson, A Poiiticai Education, 268.
. ) \/
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modern presidential initiative in forming legisiative agendas
that began with Franklin Roosevelt. The  second force
represented the reassertion of Congressional  initiative,
which predated President Nixon's problems with Watergate and
the saucy freshman Democratic "Class of 1974." The
reassertion of Congressional authority surged in the spring

of 1968, when powerful congressional conservativies bled

_Johnson for his tax increase, and successfully extracted as
its price a $6 billion reduction in fiscal 1969 spending and
a cutback of 245,000 in civilian employees in the executive
branch. This was a protracted and brutal fight, and although
Johnson treats it as a gréat victory in his memoirs, in fact
he was badly bloodied by the resurgent Congress.20

o

Iron Triangles

So why did we not get political paralysis in 1968,
instead of the massive harvest of renewed Great Society
legisiation, espec§a11y in education? The major reason. is
that the overlapping educational constituencies had by the
late 1960s formed their iron=triang1é relationships with the
congressional subcommittées and the executive agencies and,

lacking any fundamental divisions in political issues --
i.e., Johnson's higher education amendments proposed mostly a
little more of the same across the board, avoiding the big
battle over aid to dinstitutions or to students'that raged
during the early Nixon administration -- the administration's
1968 proposals for renewals and amendmeﬁts and minor modifi-

2OPresident Johnson was so badly burned by the Revenue
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968 (HR 15414 - PL 90-364)
that he signed the bill into law on June 28 in private,
without the customary ceremonies.




cations and a few tiny “budget-wedge" new brograms went
crunching through the congressional machinery with only
diversionary congressional battles over drafting graduate
students and withdrawing federal financial support from
rioting sthdents. ‘The Congressional season featured the
customary conflicts between Oregon's interpersonally hostile
but politically stalwart Democratic friends of federal aid to
education, Edith Green and Wayne Morse (Mike Manatos wrote
Barefoot Sanders on April 27 that "Morse will never do
anything which gives the impression he will take direction
from 'that woman'"). Morse raged that in 1967 the Congress

~ had authorized $6.489 biliion for education in 1968, but that
the Johnson administration had requested only $3.791 billion

under the same Tegisiation for fiscal 1969, and that in'the
big push for higher education, the adﬁinistration had
retreated from the $1 billion commitment of 1968 to a mere
§700 million for 1969. HMost cuttingly, he asked how the
Budget Bureau measured "the value of the 1ife of one American
Boy agaimst the Tives of a number of Viet Cong, the education
of the boys and ;irTS of this country agginst the present
regime in South Vietnam, and the future of the-VTives of our
boys and girls against national prestigeo"21

After Tlengthy spring hearings, the House on July 25
passed the Higher Education Amendments of 1968 (HR 15067) by
a thundering roil-call vote of 389-15. It included Eﬁéi

authorizations of $905,270,000, and its.total.authorization

was $2,458,270,000 for fiscal 1969 and $2,788,730,000 for
fiscal 1970. President Johnson's fiscal 1969 budget request

210uo@ed in Congressional Quarterly Aimanac, 1968, 493.
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had been only $995.8 miliion for the same programs.22 By the
September 25 Senate-House conference, the Cohgress had agreed

to approve and fund and extend and renew and expand a

cornucopia of education programs that included school
break fasts, the Indian Bi11 of Rights, bilingual-bicultural
education, Stay-in-School drop out prevention, Networks for
Knowledge, facilities-sharing, college remedial tutoring,
i{ncreased student Tloans and schOTarships, ‘Talent Search,
college housing, Education for the -Pubiic Service, inter-
national education, Teacher Corps, T chool clinical
experience, " Arts an& Humanities Foundatiéi -- the Tist
ratties on. There were no ﬂEEEﬁi new programs, but the
venerabie NDEA, HEFA, and HEA were renewed and expanded, and
‘seven new small programs were authorized. On October 16,
Lyndon Johnson signed the Higher Education Amendments and the

Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 -- the 59th and 60th

education laws of the Johnson administration. .
CTearTy, QLyndon Johnson instinctively understood the
coaTescence of "iron triangies" Vipking constituency group,
agency, and subcommittee in a symb1ot1c_embrace.23 Indeed,
Dougiass Cater had written one of the major books on the
a??iancg=?ormafion process, whereby clientele groups  forged
enduring bonds of mutual {nterest with congressional sub-
commi ttees who authorized programs affécting their interests,

N

o
A

22Congressiona? Quarterly Almanac, 1968, 498.-

&
23see J. Leiper Freeman, The Political Process (New
York : Random House, 1965). \\\ .
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and with agency officials who ran them.2% The classical

exampies of {ron “triaﬁQTes have been the . agricultural
extension network® and the Army Corps’ of Engineers, and
Harvard's Hugh Heclo is right to remind us that the U.S.
Office of Education is not the Ammy Corps of Engineers.25
But what the iron triangies did to Lyndon Johnson's austerity.
budget in education in 1968 1is best summed up by Budget
Director Charles Zwick:

I was talking with one of the senior civil
servants in the Budget Bureau two days ago, it
was' the day after that education vote in the
House, and he said, "My God, Chariie, they talk
about . the military-industrial complex, you
should have seen' those educators there. They
were hanging from- the rafters, and they really
do have muscle.” . . . I've always. said that if
there was ever a "seventh day in May" after the
military took over there'd probably be a counter
revolution by the Tibrarians, who would probably
capture and run the country for the next hundred
years. The 1ibrarian Tobby is terribly power-
ful. They've got all the book pubiishers, the
1{braries and thg6 universities and everybody
else pushing here. .

An acknowledged master of the legisiative process and
the Tevers of power, Johnson was aiso a master (if earthy)
raconteur who cheriq@ed @ revealing metaphor about the

Y

2%0uglass Cater, Power in Washington (New VYork:
Vintage, 19647.

25Hugh Heclo, "Issue MNetworks and the Executive
Estabiishment,” {in Anthony King (ed.), The New American
Political System (Washington: American Entérprise Institute,
» 8/-1¢4. See also Heclo, A Government of Strangers
(Washington: Brockings, 1977). -

26Traﬁscrﬁpt, Zwick oral history interview, 1 August

-1969, 11, 17.
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momentum of 6 Tegisiative interest groups. Cater recalls

Johnson's. fondness for the yarn about the country boy who on
first seeing a locomotive, doubted that they would ever get
it going. But when he saw it build up steam and roar down
the tracks, he said: “They'1l never stop her.*2’ By 1968,
neither Johnson's bare-bones budget nor the Vietnam war nor
the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act could stop her. Nor
could President Richard Nixon, whose efforts to repeal the

_Great Society in education uitimately and ironically Ted to

the breakthrough decision in higher education aid that
Johnson had avoided in 1968.28  Charles Lee Teft Morse's
staff and used his intimate familiarity with the educational
constituencies and the ways of the Hill to ramrod during the
1970s the Committee for Full Funding of Educational Programs,
an exceedingly effective Tobby with an. unusually frank
title.? ” '

But by as early as the spring of 1968, the Johnson
administration’'s Great Society had evolved from the unique
steamroller of 1964-1965 into an essentially modern form of

27CaterD "The Poijtical StrquTe for Equality of

‘Educational Opportunity,” 1nﬁwarner (ed.), Toward New Human

Rights, 335.

28740 able analyses are Lawrence E. Gladieux ‘and Thomas
R. Wolaning Congress and the Colleges (Lexington, Mass: D.C.
Heath, 19/6), and Chester E. Finn, Jr., Education and the

Presidency (Lexingtomn, Mass: D.C. Heath, 19777.

295tephen K. Bailey, Education Interest Groups in the
Nation's Capital (Washington: American Council on Education,

1975); author Ynterview with Charles Lee, 30 June 1981. In

. the 1970s, Lee concentrated on lobbying the appropriations
,commi ttees, much as the education lobbies had won over the

authorization committees in the 1960s.

t
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embattied Presidency that predated President Nixon and.
Watergate, with whom we gustomari?y associate its
attributes. These feature an economy characterized by
infiation, high interest rates, and a worsening baiance of
payments. The President tries to hold down the domestic
budget, and he batties a resurgent Congress, where iron
triangies and entitiement programs threaten growing budget
deficits, and pr@s{dentia? prerogatives in lbu&geting and
expenditure are sharply challenged by such congressional
initiatives as the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of
1968 and the”Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, of course, the emerging pattern of 1968 was only a
faint image of what it was to become. It is ifronical that
the relative immaturity of iron triangles in eduction in the
early 19605'provided the initial Great Society task forces,
which through secrecy were considerably screened from the
trianguiar base of‘agency=subcommi£tee=c1ienteie group, with
unusual room for imnovative maneuver. But by the end of the
Johnson administration, the very proliferation of Great
Society categorical programs that task forcing had spurred,
in turn reinforced the ,growing trianguiar networks with a
vested interest in maximizing their benefits by pressing
willing congressional authorizing committees to exceed by
Targe margins the President’s hudget requests, especially in
education. By mid=1968, the vigorous campus=visit, task-
forcing cycle wouid seem scarely appropriate to the new
circumstances. But by then the pattern was strongly
inarained.




Lame Duck Campus Visits

President Johnson's withdrawal on March 31 in fact did
not fundamentally alter the White House's cyclical pattern of
early summer academic visits and late summer through fall
interagency task forces, although it did'sensib1y preciude
the creation of new outside tNsk forces to report to an
unknown new President in 1969, and it did alter the agenda
for the campus visits. Beginning in late May Califano and
his colleages held academiz meetings in New York, Stanford,
Cambridge, Austin, Prineéfiz, Brookings, Chapel Hill, and New
Orieans (a dinner scheduled for Yale was cancelled, although
in his letter of apology to President Kingman Brewster,
Califano did not explain the nature of the "mix-up" for, which
he was apologizing). Califano's~ agenda was 1limited to
seeking advice on two topics: (1) a study of the Presidency
that President Johnson thought should. be made; and (2)
possible valedictory Presidential addresses 1late in 1968
covering the country's majo% domestic and foreign prob1ems.
Matthew Nimetz kept the minutes of the Cambridge meeting, and
they reveal the kind of critical | scrutiny that the
President's two proposals deserved from Harvard's distin-
guished faculty. First came ,Dean Price on the proposed
presidential study:

Don Price wondered about its basic purpose. He
could see the value of the study for an incum-
bent President, or for an incoming President.
But it is hard for an outgoing President to have
real infiuence. The Hoovér Report is a bad
example because Hoover prepared it believing
that Thomas Dewey would be elected President. -

The -real fssue is whether the new Pgssident will
want to follow the recommendations.

. Everybody present agreed that if such a study were to be

done, it would need a public blessing from the niew President,

1353
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yet it should be started well before the election. Price and
- Richard Neustadt agreed that the most effective model was the
Brownlow Committee, a tightiy-controiied, three=man_cemmittee
with a small but excellent staff. The study shouid not be
controlied by the President, although it might well be
symboiicaily sponsored by the three Tliving ex-Presidents.
But could you wusefully study the Presidency without also
 studying Congress? Would it not properiy take several years
to complete? ‘

When a slightly different Harvard group reconvened for
an evening meeting on the question of outgoing Presidentiai
- speeches, Neustadt led off: ‘

Neusfadt began the evening meeting by noting
that he had drafted President Truman's State of
the Union Message of 1953. He remarked that
nobody noticed it, and that this is usually the
problem of the outgoing President. Everyone is

interested in what the new President will say
and not in the advice of the old President. .

Neustadt also -observed that Johnson's role would differ
according Eo whether he was succeeded by a Republican or a
" Democrat.

For example, President Truman was tempted by two
“strategies: to cut the budget so that the
Republicans would have to raise it, ‘or to send
up @ big budget out of which the Repubiicans
would have to cut attractive items. Actuaily,
he did neither of these. Neustadt said that if
Humphrey is elected, he might want the President
not to say very much because failure to act on
LBJ's recommendations might be embarrassing.

P

30M1ﬂutes, Cambridge Meeting, 3 June 1968, Academic
Dinner files, WHCF, LBJ Library. Attending from the White
House staff were Ca11fano Cater, Gaither, and Nimetz.
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Historian Ernest May asked about the purpose of these
speeches. HWas it to heTp the new President or to speak to
history? Why not simply use the major formal addresses that

are available -- the State of the Union.addressg the Economic
Report, and the Budget Message? Toward the end of the campus
visits, Califano occasionally added to the agenda a third
question: what actions might the President' take ‘before
Teaving offiée?, But this was rarely helpful, since a room
full of professors (pius customari]j a small scattering of
businessmen, foundation executives, and church Tleaders)
typically produced a cacophony of favorite themes, or such
unlikely suggestions as "Admit that Vietnam was a mistake and
pull out," or "Fire J. Edgar Hoover and General Hershey."

But in genegal during the Spr1ng and early summer of
1968 when Johnson's White House turned to the best and most
experienced political minds in the academic commun1ty, the
President received sound advice: he should not associate
himself too closely with the new LBJ School of Public
Affairs, nor with any study of the Presidency that his
unknown successor would inherit, and the proposed series of
valedictory addresses was frought with pitfalls. CiearTy
Lyndon Johnson was struggliing with a very large and wounded
ego; it is to his credit that ultimately he avoided inflict-
ing these potential wounds eitherhupbn himself, upon his new
school of public affairs, or upon his successor administra-
tion.

Lame Duck Task Forcing

in the fall of 1967, the tireless Califano had appointed
two final outside task forces on education that were due to
report in the summer of 1968. On June 30 F. Champion Ward,
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who was vice president for education and research for the
Ford Foundation, sent President Johnson the Report of the
Task Force on the Education o? Gifted Persons.31 It was a
handsome, 43-page, typeset report that convincingly demon-
strated the costs to society of failing to identify and
encourage the unusually gifted child. Most of its recommen-
dations were directed toward the states, communities, and
private institutions; the only recommendations for the
federal government were that the ?resident create a Center
for the'Devélppment of Exceptionaliy Talented Persons in HEW,
appoint an advisory council, and convene a conference. But
it was far too late for Lyndon Johnson's administration to
respond even to such mbdest initiatives. On January 6, 1969,
Ca?ifano,‘in tidying up his affairs, sent Johnson another

copy of the Ward report, with a cover memo that summarized it
| in a supportive way, but made no recommendations.

Also in July of 1968, Paul Miller submitted his 72-page
task force report on Urban Education Opportunities.32 Miller
requested releasing the report to the public, and while ‘the
predictable presidential regponse was a<resounding "No," it
was just as wéf?, for the talented task force had failed to
articulate 1its understanding of the urban land grant
extension model. Théf is, it had been unable to explain how
colieges and unjversities can or should b1ax a major role in

i

31l7a1ent Development: An Investment in the Nation's
Future, July 1968, Task Forces file, Box 9, LBJ Library.

32gince Miller was Assistant Secretary for Education, he
submitted the report to Califano through Secretary Cohen.
Memo, Miller to the Secretary, 5 July 1968; Cohen to
Califano, 17 July 1968, Task Forces file, Box 9, LBJ Library.

a
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soiving compiex urban prquems.33 The Budget Bureau's
analysis of the report was devastéting, finding the task
force's concepts to be "nebulous" and "elusive."3% on the
report's first recommendation that funding be substantiaijy
increaséd for all federal education programs»fo}'the urban
~disdavantaged, the ‘BOB analysis commented that "This
recommendation appears to be more a pious hope than a fivm
proposal. No specific funding levels were suggesged. No
order of priorities was given."™ Second, the report's major
ﬁew program recommendation was for an Urban Education
Services Act that would have the Secretary of HEW give grénts
to an "urban education service agency," a 16ca1 group
consisting of one or more colleges or universities, state
and/or local government agencies, _representative community
gréups, and elementary and secondary governing bodies. These
amorphous groups would somehow be convened and led by the
higher education institutions, with $5 million start-up
grants in 50 or more major cities. But. there was no clear
suggestion of what these -new agencies would actually do,
other than to get together and coilaborate. BOB's analysis:
. . the recommendation essentially proposes a
mechanism rather than a program. There is no
description of what specifically should be done

in the cities. ~ The task force assumes that out
of the interaction of the various local groups,

33The 13-member task force contained five college and
university presidents, plus William Cannon (by ‘then Depyty
Director of the National Endowment for the. Arts); Wijkon
Riles, the prominent black educator from California; and was
vice-chaired by Hale Champion.

434Memo, B.H. Martin to the Director, 14 November 1968,
Box 413, OMB Records Division, National Archives.
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some good programs will be developed. We doubt '
that such "interaction" under the leadership of
academics will resuit in the solution of many
urban probiems.

The Budget Bureau analysis conc1uded with the observat1on
that the HEW budget sqbn1ss1on for the 1969 1legislative
program contained none of the Miller recommendations. And
for good reason.

But if the outstde task forces were petéring out in the
summer of 1968, the ‘interagency task forces were being once
again‘ appointed by Califano at a substantial level that
approached that of the previous year. Having appointed 24

interagency task forces in 1967, the .indefatigable Califano

appointed 19 more in late 1968, on topics as disparate as
marine science, ~ product ~test information, workman's
disability income -- and two more on education.

Academic Science and the Rivlin Report

One interagency task force focused exclusively on higher

-education, and is Tisted in Nancy Kegan Smith's research

guide at the LBJ Library as the Task Force on. Higher

Education and the Administration of Academic Science and
Research Programs. But the documents indicate that the
effort actually began in August 1967 when Califano appointeq'

Schultze to head a study of scientific_research only, and to
report in time to recommend a program for the second session
of the 90th Congress. Thé campus visits had abundantly
demonstrated that university research professors were
dismayed by the cutbacks in research funding that had

accomnanied the corresbonding growth of nonresearch funding

for higher education, as in a zero-sum game, and by generally
increased delays, red tape, compiex and " contradictory

¢




administrative requirements, and short-notice funding. But
the problem.was too complicated for such a timetable, and
Schultze was leaving the BOB, so on October 11 Califano
replaced Schultze with Ivan Bennett, Deputy .Director (to
Donald Hornig) of the Office of Science and Technology, and
gave him unt%? June 1, 1968, to report. But this still
wasn't enough time. Bennett would not report until October
22, by which time it was too late for useful program formu-
iation, especially since a Republican administration was
efected shortly thereafter. _

The Bennett report conceded most of the charges leveled
by academic researchers, but its only major recommendation of
immediate significant impact was to call for morelmoney for.
- the NSF in the fiscal 1970 budge{ (the highly regarded NSF
accounted for only 15% of federal academic rgsearch funding,
the lion's share coming from such large mission agencies as
Defense and HEw).35 Bennett also called for three-year
"indicative planning" to help relieve the unstable, short-
range funding problem, and also for some possible reorganiza-
~tion to strengthen scientific research, primari1y through an
- uparaded OST or even perhaps éjnew cabinet level Department
of Higher Education and Science. But at a December 11 White
House meeting on academic Ecience and higher educétion, it
was decided to leave the Bennett report as a "transition
item,"” esbecial?y in light of the anticipated efforts of the
Nixon administration in government reorganization (under the

35Report ‘of the Task Force on the Administration of
Federal Program of Academic Science, October 1968, Task
Forces file, Box 27, LBJ Library. The report contains the
two Califano memos of appointment, and also the Budget Bureau
analysis by Hugh Loweth, dated October 25.
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Teadership of Litton Industries executive Roy Ash, the Nixon
administration did substantially reorganize the Executive

. Office of the President, upgrading the program planning

function of a heavily staffed Domestic Council, and downgrad-

7 ing the Budget Bureau to an Office of_Management'and Budget“

.

o

¥
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assigned to administrative functions only).30

The same December 11 meeting discussed the "Riviin

Report" on a long-range strategy for federal financing of
higher education, which waé noi submitted to Gaither untiil
December & by Alice M. Rivlin, who was Assistant Secretary
- for Planning and Evaluation at HEW. At the heart of the
Riviin Report was a compromise formula, similar in spirit to
the Friday report' recemmendation, that would. combine a
broader progfam of EquéT Educational Grants to needy students
with direct institutional aid in the form of a cost-of-

~ education allowance.3’ The needy full-time students would

receive a grant ranging from $200 to $1,500, depen%ing upon
family income, and the cost-of-education institutional
allowance would be 35% of all individual federal gfénts.
Rivliin- also proposed the National Student Loan Bank, a
nonprofit private corporation to be estabished by the'U.S.
“Government, which would replace the guaranteed student Toan
program. The NSLB would issue itssown securities to raise

36Mee$ing notes of Emerson Elliott, 17 December 1968,
Box 413, OMB Records Division, National Archives. Gaither
presided, and the attendees included Cohen, Bennett, Rivlin,
Howe, Zwick, Hornig, Carey, and Elliott. On the Nixon
reorganization, see Otis Graham, Toward a Planned Society,
chapter 5. .

37vToward a Long-Range Plan for Federal Financial
Support for Higher Educat¥on," December 1968, 26, Task Forces
file, Box 27, LBJ Library.

A




%.

_capitaT for student Toans at fixed rates, with 1nterest paid
by the federal government during enroliment. The Friday task
fcrcg had recommended a similar measure. Such a program
would be especially appealing to ‘the middle class. and to
exp@nsibe private instit@tions._ At the White House meeting
on December 11, there was general agreement on the artful
balance of the Riv?in proposais. But they would be extremely
expensive, and Wiiliam Carey cautioned that there was sti11 JI”’
no resolution of the strong contentions within ‘higher
education, so ihe Rresident shouid not be Ted to beTiéve
otherwise. It was decided that there would be somé mention
of‘the'recomm@ndaﬁions in either the Economic Report or the - *
State of the UhiOn-Message, and that the Riviin Report would
be publicly released as a further .stimuiant to national
debate on thé issue -- which it was. ’
] B

The Last Great Séciety Task Force on Education

Finally, when Cohen was asked to chair the 1968
interagency task force on education, he promptly bucked the
chairmanship d@wn to Howe, after the manner of Gardner The,
dispirited grbup on1y met twice, and its rather perfunctory,
ten-page report of October 11 suggested a generalized
weariness and resentment.

K

-~

The Task Force did not consider the impiications
.. 0f increased funding of existing authorities on
our Nation's schools. In addition, no attempt
was made to. balance the importance -of such
_increased funding of certain programs (such as
Title I of the Elefentry and SecondarygEducat1on
Act and the -Education Professions D
Act) against suggested new programs or areas of
interest. There is some feeling in the Task.
Force that Federal education .programs now in
.place are adequate to meet most-.of the needs of
the schools if they cou?d be funded at higher A
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Tevels. We have an dg@rdose of underfunded
Tegisiation on the books. :

The Budget Bureau's analysis of the report regarded it as
tidying up of the Federal Goverﬁment'§ education affairs,
program conso?ﬁdationg and ‘relatively~minor amendment of
existing programs.  Costs wou?d/iz:A?;; or deferred until
1971. Many of the recommendations could be’ accg% Tished
administratively.”39 But it would be wrong to suéggf; a

pictﬁre of total bureaucratic exhaustion and despair, for
these were professional civil servants of & generally high

a

calibre. They no Tonger paid much heed to the recommendations
of outside task forces -~ indeed, by 1968 there wasn't wmuch

v ) .
Teft to pay heed to -- but their internal bureaucratic

machinery nevertheless generated 23 program pﬁoposaTS in
their report}, and three of them were new ‘programs of

substantial import: (1) an ambitious new Day Care and Child
Development Act, with comprehensive care availabie to all

children; (2) school constriction grants, with federal deit
service payments; and (3) extending- aduit basic education

' eligibility from the 21 willfon with less than an eighth
grade education to the 64 million who' had not graduated from,

high school. None . of tiese potentf%i?y very expensive
programs - got by the Budwet Bureau or the White House in
transition, but it shows that, despité the general malaise
and'disp#ritedness of a defeated administration, ﬁei@her the

“senfor career civil servants nor the polftical appointeés

N
n

385ummaﬁy Report, White House Task Force on Educatiod,

11 October 1968, Task Force file, Box 27, LBJ Library. 4

39M@mo, R.C." Carison to tﬁ% iirecior; 21 November 1968,
Box 413, OMB Records Division, National Archdives. .
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were wmoribund. Indeed, the Great Sociéty's legislative

machinery was formidable @ven//in defeat and disarray. As
Lyndon noted with pride in The Vantage Point, his grand total
of 207 Great Society laws "kept coming right to the end."40

Exit January 1969 | , .

On the day following Nixon's victory, Califano mgﬁ/with
Zwick, Okun, McPhersbn, Levinson, WNimetz, #%d Gaither to
“discuss_the status of the task forces established earlier
this year, the 1969 1legislative program, and the Economic,
Budget and State of the Union messages."4l  Califano reported
to the President their general é&greement that with a new
Republican ﬁdministration coming igﬁ

It would be inappropriate to submit a detailed
legisiative program and to build into that

program the budget as you have done 1in past
years.

The State of the Union Message should not be
patterned along the 1lines of your prévious

messages -which outlined in some depth your N

legislative recommendations. Rather it should
be as more dgeneral and personal document,
identifying practices and goals.

But then Califano added:

Nevertheless, we do have a Targe number of task

ce reports and studies which have either been
compheted or will be completed within the next
few weeks (partial-list attached). In addition,

-~

40yantage Point, 328. This is the section where Johnson
discusses the task forces, and refers to their approximately
300 meqpers as "my Brain Trust." _ - '

81Memo, Califano to the President, 7 November 1968, EX
LE, WHCF, LBJ Library.
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we have some very significant proposals sub-
mitted in prior years by task forces, such as
the Heineman recommendations on government
organization. From both of these, we have
significant and specific reconnendat1ons as to
new programs.

We believwe that we should compiete the deveiop-
ment of programs suggested by these task forces,
essentially as we have done in previous years.
This would be useful in developing recommenda-
tions for the Economic and Budget messages.
Johnson regiiedg "1 agree."

During the transition, while the White House and
Executive Office staff worked on the three January messages,
Johnson avoided the embarrassment of valedictory speecheif~
and confined himself, as had other outgoing Presidents before

him, to -public vremarks incidental to meeting with the

'President-elect and his new\Cabinet appointees, to greeting

visiting (mostly minor) foreign dignitaries, to thamking his
White House secretaries, telephone operators, and security
pErsonne1, to handing out medals and military unit citations,
to holding a couple of press confeMnces, and to receﬁvi%g
groups who expressed their appreciation ---certainly includ-
4ﬁg Tead{ng American educators. Johnson's cooperation in the
transition was externally gracious, although his internal

refusal to share his task force reports with the 'Nixon

administration, despite Califano's repeated réﬁﬁgst& for him.
to do so, was consistently adamant (recail his "Hell NO" to
sharing the Heineman task force report with Pr@sident=e1ect
Nixon). |

In his sixth and Yast annual State of the Union Hessage,
fwh was delivered, in person. before a JO?ﬂt sessiom of
ongress on January 14, Pr@s1dent Johnson cha??enged the 91st
Congress to honor the -social ‘commi tments of their Democrat1c
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predecessors .by. increasing expenditures to expand eight major
New Deal and Great Society initiatives.az But education,
interestingly, was not among them (the eight were, i? order
of mentipn,~(1) housing and model cities, (2) urban renewal,

(3) social security, (4) medical cdre for expectant mothers

and infants, (5) antipoverty, (6) job training, (7) civil

rights, and (8) crime prevention). By then, education was

poTiticaTTy safe; it need not be on. the endangered Tist.
President Johnson also courageodsTy asked for licensing and
registering firearms, réorganizing the postal service,
raising judicial and congressional salaries, and a random
military draft.

Johnson's BUdget Message, however, which was sent to
Congress the following day, Q!D a detailed, 32-page QOcumengz
in which he boasted (as he was to do in his Economic Report
on January 16) about the belated tax surcharge and tight
budgeting that had enabled him to reduce a record $25 billion
deficit in 1968 to a predicted $2.4 piTTion surplus when
fiscal - 1969 .ended the following June 1. But it also

" contained a subtantial section on education, all of which was

devoted to cata]og{qg the achievements of the Great Society's
dramatic achievements in education between 1964 and 1970.
QOhnson was including his 1970 budget proposais, which was

cheating a bit, since the first session of the 91st Congress

was able to pass no major education bill at all in 1969,
including’ even the bill (HR 73111) providing fiscal 1970
fupds for ongoing education programs. But Johnson's

: %2pnnual Message to thie Congress on the State of the
Union, 14 January 1969, Public ‘Papers: Johnson, 1968, II,
1263-1270. '
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' aggregate, six-year totals are close enough to the mark, and

they reflect @ monumental physical achievement:

0

%, ’ BNy

We are now assisting in the education of 9
milliom children from Tow-income families
under Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965.

He are providing a Head Start for 716,000
preschool childrem .2o. . and Follow Through
for 63,500 children to preserve their
gains. . ¢ :

About 182,000 ¢hildren who suffer mental or
phystcal handicaps requiring special educa-
tional methods are now enrolled in cliasses

-with Federal support. “None of these pro-
grams were [sic] available in 1964.

Under the budget proposals for 1970,
college students will receive a total of 2
million grants, loans, and interest subsi-
dies for guaranteed loans compgred with
247,000 1ifd 1964. This assistance 1is
reaching about 1 out of every 4 students.

Between 1965 and 1970, the Federal Govern-
ment will have assisted in the construction
of more- than $9 billion worth of coliege
ciassrooms, l1ibraries, and other facilities
. . . a level of construction almost double
the previous five years.

About 500,000 students will receive support

~for education and training in 1970 under

Veterans Administration programs -- princi-
paily the GI' Bill -- compared with about
30,000 in 1964. .

More ‘than 4 million high school students
and 845,000 technical students will be
enrolled in federally supported vocational
education programs in 1970, an increase of

.- 200% in 5 years.

1
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o . Creation of the Teacher Corps, which in
1970 will bring 2,400 talented and cons |
; cerned young people into the most demanding -
classes in the Mation -- those in our city
slums and poor rural areas,

0 Improvement 1in the quality of ;teaching
' .through graduate fellowships and short-tefm
refresher training which will reach about

one teacher out of 11 in 1970.

_How well has this massive legacy of the Great Society’

_ worked, viewed from the perspective of the 1980s? That will
*be the burden of the next, and final, chapter. But it will
jnvolve a considerable change in approach .and method;” &
change from the analytical narrative based on. primary
documents, to a more impressionistic, editorially reflective
epilague based on the secondary literature. Many readers may
disagree with if, but whatever, itigé hoped that t@; narra-
tive ana1;§ﬁs of the evolution of the New Frontier-Great
Society legacy in\federa1 education programs will stand on
its own merits as a revealing Took into the recent past as
prologue to our own times.
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N . CHAPTER NINE

P) . 1

EPILOGUE i

Policy Implementation and the Political Context of Federalism

In the aftermath of the Great Society, as the unreilis-
tic euphoria that surrounded thé antipoverty war led to a
rather cynical reaction against it, most of the lightning was °
attracted ‘to such core antipoverty programs as Model Cities,
and especially to the 850 local community-action organiza-
tions spawned by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964,
Direct federal aid to a whole new stratum of neighﬁorhood
groups, many of them determined to run around or over city
hall, had provided a powerful incentive for entrenched
Democratic urban -organijations to combine with norﬁal]y

“hostile suburban Republicans and conservative sourtherners to
-bridie the anti=querty' war durihg the WNixon and Ford

years. Disillusioned social science academics also turned
somewhat cynical in disowning the overoptimistic social .,
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assuwpt1ons of the 1960591;and popular writers Tike Tom Wolfe

coutd turn, their gonzo Jjournalism on spineless federal
bureau¢rats and rip-off-minded Tocal activist groups,
rega?iﬁb us}wﬁth such entertaining outrages as Radical Chig

and Mau-Mauing the Flak Catchers.

_+ But ‘the new federal education programs of the 1960s
marched through Congress and toward impiementation -under the
antipoverty banner a1sq,‘@5pec1a]1y the large and novel ESEA, |
with its dominant Title I. So while it was not surprising

that such programs would inherit their share of the
disillusioned drumfire of the 1970s, .there are two additional
reasons why Title I was destined to receive intense scrutiny
in the early years of its iinementation .

The first of these concerns: the unique politcial context
within which federal education programs historically operat--
ed. Structurally, the federal programs have traditionally
been obliged to reach out toward the rural and urban poverty
concentrations in counties Bnd cities by way of intervening
state bureautracies, which in education had never been highly
regarded for administrative imagination and skiil. Edgar
Fulier and his Council of State School Officers were nobodyfs

favorite in the Johnson White House, and the literature of
American political science is full of complaints against the
_gon$ervatiée bias of state administrators and malapportioned

15 balanced and informed @xp1orati6n is Henry J. Aarbn,
Politics and the Professors: the Great Society in Perspective
Washington: Brookings, 1978).
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1egis?atures.2 Attitudinally, the devotees of the "religion
of localism" were deeply suspicious of federal intentions.
This meant that ESEA and especiaily Title I had to Tean over
backward to minimize the kind of federal strings that were
normally attached to categorical grants. Aisoa in order to
maximize the political attractiveness of Titlie I in the
Congress, the funding fowrmula had to appear to qualify almost

every school district in the country, thereby spreading the.

funds so thin that pockets of poverty did not initially
receive the concentration of resources and effort ﬁ%ht was
necessary to make much of a dent in the problem. Title L's
$13 billion Brice tag for its first ten years Tooks hefty,
but it customarily represented only 8% of annual total public
'school expéhditures, and- that represents very modest
leverage. Compensatory education seemed to work only if it
was begun early enough and was su§ta{nqd over a 4-5 year
period; this costs more than 50% more than normal education,
and the 8% federal increment represented at once a novel
inducement, but also a very smaT]-beginning. )

_ The upshot of all this is that when Title I was imple-
mented, what resulted was not E_Tﬁf]e I program, but more
1ike 30,000 separate and different Title I programs. There
is a growing body of impTeméntation "Titerature in policy

-

2

2See for instance Frederick ‘M. Wirt, "Education Politics
and Policies," in Herbert Jacob and:Kenneth N. Vines (eds),
Politics in the American States: A Comparative Analysis: (3rd
ed; Boston: Little, Brown, 1976). A useful review of this
literature and restatement of 1its critique dis Allan
Rosenbaum, _"Federal” Programs and State Governments: On
Understanding Why 40 VYears of Federal Efforts Haven't
Fundamentally Altered Economic Inequa®ity in American
Society," paper delivered at the 1978 meeting of the American
Political Science Association in New York. o

<

— " 7

~2

gy




L

analysis that holds that the traditional, rational, compre-
hensive model of decisfon-making was wrong in concentrating
S0 heavi?y on the #ormuTatvon of policy objectives through
legistation, and minimizing the important, and dindeed -

-

sometimes crucial dimplications of program admipistration.

Instead, Eugene Bardach in The Imp1eme€iat1on Game has
emphasized a bargaining model in which po?icy emerges only as
it is implemented, and the relative diversity and indepen-
dence of the interacting program elements heavily determine
bo?icy outcomes .3 A recent implementation study of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965, for instance, complains that
compliance was compron1sed because local voting and registra-
tion officials were too indepe{ﬁent of the federal compliance
officials.? vet the Voting RightésAct of 1965 was a tough,
even radical law, harkening back to the first Reconstruc-
~ tion. State and Tlocal education officials, however, had
always been proudly independent of the federal reach, and the
regulatory and enforcement provisions of ESEA were far-weaker
than that contained in most federal categorical programs.

CoAl

3Eugene Bardach, The Implementation Game: What Happens
After a Bill Becomes a Law (Cambridge: MI11 Press, 1977). See
also George C. @dwards, III, Imp1ement1ng Public Policy
(washiﬂgton Congress1ona1 Quarte‘Ty Press, 1980), and Robert
T. "Nakamura and Frank ‘' Smallwood, The Politics of Policy
Implementation (New York: St. Mart1n‘s Press, 1980). Two
- ‘early studies of implementation failures are Martha Derthick,
New Towns In-Town (Washington: Urban Institute, 1972), and
Jeffrey L. Pressman and Aaron Wildafsky, Implementation
(Berkeley and Los Angeies: University of California Press,
1973) )

- %oward Bail, Dale Krana, and Thomas P. Larth,
Compromised Compliance: Implementation of the 1965 Voting
* Rights Act {Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1987). }
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Federal categorical grant programs had pro?iferated by 1978
to total 492 -- 101 of these being in education alone. Other
major areas of such proliferation were pollution control,
area and fegiona1 deve10pment, social services, health,
pubiic assistance, énd ground transportation, where federal
monies often dominated state contributions, and hence federal
officials could call the tune.® In Eisenhower's interstate
highway program, §O%~@f the funds were federal dollars, and
hence federal dominance was almost total.® But in education
the reverse was often true, especiaily at the elementary-
secondary Tlevel. As Milbrey McLaughlin observed in her
authoritative RAND study of Title I:
In- a federal system Oof. govermment, and
especially in education, the balance of power
reside§ at the bottom, with §pecia1 gr&*gs.
Accordingly, the implementation of federal
initiatives relies in large measure on the

incentives and preferences of Tocal
authorities . . . ./ : | |

Jerome Murphy's penetrating essay on the politics of
implementing Title I points out that in addition to being
understaffed, shaken by reorganization, untrained for and
unaccustomed to administering such large categorical grant
progiams, and passively dependent on the states for

5Claude E. Barfie1d Rethinking Federa1ism (washlngton
American Enterprise Institute, 1981).

6Robert S. Friedman, “State Pp1itic§ and Highways," in
Jacob and Vines (eds), Politics in the American/States (2nd
ed.; Boston: Little, Brown, 19/1).
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" Milbrey Wallin' McLaughlin, Evaluation and Reform: The
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Titlie I
{Cambridge, Massachusetts: Ballinger, 1975), 119.

®




, L
[ 2

S ‘ information and self-monitoring, the OE officiaTs in the
Division of Compensatory Education resented and reaected the

role of monitor, regulator, or enforcer° Murphy quﬁfés one

such officials anonymousiy: *

. Title 1 is a service-oriented program with
= predetermined amounts for the states. This
‘ sets the framework where the states are

entitled to the money. Other than making sure

states got their money -and making sure it was

ooy : spent, there was- no ‘role for the Office of
; . Education. I don't know anyone around here

- who wants to monitor. The Office of Education

- is not investigatignﬁoriented, never has been,

and never will be. : . /§

So in a real sense Title I represented the worst of both

worlds: as a categorical program, it denied ultimate vfctory

to long-time proponents of relatively stringless, general aid

to education, especially for construction and teacher
salaries.. But as a weak and vaguely defined categorical

program, it- represented a frail instrument for achieving the

inflated hopes of the Great Society to educate the children
of the poor. ’ ‘

<

3

< The Great Society's Built-in Evaluation Requirements
The "second reason why 'Title 1 was destined for
especially intense public scrutiny was because ESEA contained

unprecedented requirements- for systematic evaluation of

. policy outcomes,i for evaluating “"what works," or what
ldoesn't Contrc;versy over the evaluation of the ESEA-type - ,
. ' social programs that were designed to intervene in the

.
= o7

8uoted in Jerome T. Murphy, “Title 1 of ESEA: The
Politics of Implementing Fedeyal Education Reform," Harvard
Educational Review 41 )(February 1971), 42.
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students.
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poverty cycle began even before ESEA was passed. In response
to Titie IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which had
mandated within two years a USOE report on the availability
of equal educational opbortunitﬁ,v the Office of tﬁducation
appointed James Coleman of Johns Hopkins to lead a mammbth‘
ngi}%nwide survey. The resulting "Coleman Report" created a

storm of contfoversy.when it was released in the.summer of .

1966, primarily because Coleman's massive regression analysis .
suggested that, 1in cdmparison with family background and
s6cio-economic factors, "school factors" accounted for only a
small fraction of the. depressed achievement of mino:?ty.
9 In 1965, Commissioner Keppel encouraged Carnegie
and Ford funding for Ralph W. Tyler's "Exp]oratony Commi ttee
on Assessing the Progress of Education.” But when the White
House Conference on Education was'held in July of 1965, under
the chairmanship of Carnegie- President John Gardner, the
Ty1er Comm%ttee“s 'proposed ‘national assessment attracted
heated debate among the delegates, wi th opponents stressing
the dangers of mono]jth1@ifedera1 control ofwgurr1cu1um.1%‘

It was amid this volatile climate that ° Senator /Robert

¢

9James S. Co]eman‘ et al., Equality of Educatienal

‘Op ortunity = (Washinaton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
UTE1C - 1966).

A reanalysis of. the Coleman data conducted at
Harvard corrected many alleged errors.but generally sustained
Coleman's—main conclusion. See Frederick Mosteller and
Daniel P. Moynihan (eds.), On Equality of Educational
Opportunity: Papers Derivin§ from the Harvard Faculty Seminar

- on the Coleman Report (New York: Random Houd/¢ 19/2); and

<
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Gerald Grant's review: of' the Harvard restudy

in Harvard
Educational Review (February 1972), 109-25. R

10¢ee Martin T. Katyman and Roland s.” Rosen, "The
Science and Politics" “of the National Assessment, " The Record
71 {1971), 571-86. .
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Kennedy, who feared that school administrators would.ignore
the wishes and interests mftpoor parents 1in spending Title I
funds, demanded and got included in ESEA, through John
Brademas's friendly amendment in the House, a unqiue provi-
sion for systematic evaluation of the program’'s effectiveness
in meeting the special educational needs of disadvantaged -

- children, and Senator Kennedy "patted it on the Fanny" as it

sailed without a comma chaﬁge-through the Senate and down to
Ctonewa11 .Texas for Lyndon Johnson's signature.

So,- simultaneous with launching a program that,few of
its architects and proponents‘c]ea%]y undefstood, and in the
middle of a chaotic réorganization, OE was in for some early,
Frequent, and rather embarrassing evaluations. As early as
1968, Bailey and ‘Mosher 1in ESEA concluded that while
evaluations of the impact of ESEA to date were "largely
impress1on1st1c and self-serving,” the "limited, hard evi-
dence that does exist on);ttempts to imprdve the educational
performance of Jow status children by providing additional:
money and services is devastatingly pessimistic."ll 1p 1972
Joel Berke and Michael Kirst published the report of the
major 1968- 1969 Gardner study, funded by the National Urba%

Coalition (and hence heavily by the Ford Foundation) and

sponsored by the Maxwe11 Schoo] at Syracuse. 12’ This
evaluation was based on data from 575 school districts during
ESEA's initial implementation period, 1965-69, and the

ha N

llBai1ey' and Moshef, 222. The evidence iey cite in
footnote 416, all from 1967, includes the critical study
Racial Isolation in the Public Schools (Washington, D.C.,

u.S. Comm1ssionyon Civil Rights, 1967).

LY

12)0e1 5. Berke and Michael W. Kirst, Federal Aid to

Education (Lexington, Massachusetts: Health, 19727.
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results’ were depressing in the extreme to the champions of

equity through federal aid. The new infusion of federal aid,
Berke and Kirst concluded, was too small in relation to total
educatignal expenditures to have any significant redistribu-
- tionist dimpact, so school district wealth, not need,
continued to determine per pupil expenditures.!3  The
affluent continued to’ dominate the overall school expenditure
beﬁefits, and the "religion of localism" stin ‘governed.
Worse, the modest y%ban redistributionist effeet of ESEA
Title 1 was countered by the effects of ESEA Titles II
(textbooks and dibraries), 111 (supplementary service

centers), NDEA Title III (instructional equipment), and’

vocatianal aid, all of which tended to flow dispropor-
tionately toward suburb and countryside. In brief, concluded
the, report, "the story in general is grossly disappoint-

ing."14 ) ‘ -

In 1975 Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin published her Rand

Educational Policy Study of the ESEA Title I evaluations from
1965 through 1972.15 She was testing the hopes of reformers
Tike Kennedy, who viewed mandated evaluation as a means of

achieving political accountability, and also the hopes of
reformers like HEW's William Gorham, who sought management

A

13Federa1 aid averaged 8% of per pupil expenditure in
the sample districts, with local taxes accounting for
approximately half and state equalization formula aid for the
remainder. ' -

gerke and Kirst, 45.

: 15McLauthn, ‘Evaluation and Reform. See also Aaron
Wildafsky, Speaking Truth~ to Power: The Art' of Policy

Analysis (Boston: Littlie Brown, 19/9), Chapter 13 on
education. :

!




accountabiiity. by applying PPBS cost-benefit. principles,
which. had become a Washington fad associated most notably
bwith ‘Robert MacNamara's “whiz kids" - in the Pentagon.
~'McLaugh1in s major conclusion was that seven years and $52
million worth of evaluation efforts had produced dismal
failure, an empty ritual” that "may have done more hamm than'
, good."  She found the dyal roots of failure in (1), the
mu1tip1e and diverse goals of such broad-aim social action
programs, which are difficult to transform into measurable
objectives, and (2) in the federal system iteself, whereby OF
did not really "mm" Title I. Rather, 30,000 Local Educa-
tional Agencies (LEAs) ran it actording to the preferences of
en;renched Tocal 1ntere§%s. They resisted federal "data-
co]]ection efforts, which 1in ' turn functioned: not ‘to
strengthen the educational system but "instead to undermine
it, and to demoralize education personnel at all levels." |

Norman C. Thomas reached a similar gloomy conclusion inA
‘Education vin National Politics. A political scientist,
Thomas agreed that policy implementation was less exciting
than the formulation and adép;ion-stages} but he insisted
that it was equally 1mportant, if not more so:

Organized interests, especially education
clientele groups  and the bureaucrats,
recognized this tas .did- some members of
Congress, most notably Edith Green, and .the
careerists in' the Bureau of the Budget. But

"the failure of Congress to exercise more

. careful and exacting oversight, and the

2 inability of the Presidency to mount effective
monitoring of the bureaucracy, resulted in a

- considerable amount of slippage in .the
achievement of policy objectives once programs
had been authorized and funded. Much of this
slippage occurred because of .the symhiotic
relationship that existed within the policy
triangles between the agencies,  Congressional




subcoﬁmittées, and clientele groups which
[Theodore] Lowi haf characterized as "interest
group liberalism.”.

The politics of pluralism was "highly elitist in composition
*  and provided an inhespitable environment for substantiai
policy changes.® It fayored’ defenders. of the status -quo, or | : b
® " at best the cautious custodians of incremental change,.
‘especially because the réquired sequential approvals provided
a multiplicity of access points for organized interests to
thwart initiatives and frustrate action.
Finally, - the emerging scholarly suspicion that after a
d%cade of operation, Title I and its associated compensatory
educattonal programs had iargeiy failed -- as, by the logic . ,
; ' _of extension, had .the bulk of the Great Society s socia1 ‘e {
programs -- was reinforced in 1978 by the pubiication of
Julie ROy Jeffrey's Education for Children of the pPoor.1l7
! Jeffrey_s ambitious book, which did not receive the attention ‘ ’ ' s
it deserved, began as .a historical dissertation on the i !
origins and implementation of ESEA but emerged as a broad- ' ’
ranging -and damaging assessment of the anti-poverty war in

& <

. . .general and particularly of education as an ‘instrument of - RV
‘social” reform and. upward mobiiity -- as, in Lyndon Johnson's ‘ .'A é
words,w ‘the only valid passport from poverty." Her biblio-
graphical grasp is exteqsive (although it does not basically
gxtend beyond 1972), and becausé her survey is_both descrip-

-
=3

) : 16Thomas,,Edﬂcation, 230. The reference to Lowi was to .
) . his The End of [iberalism (New York: Norton, 1969). -

17Juiie Roy Jeffrey, Education for the Children of the
-, Poor: A Study of the Origins and Impleméntation of ¢®he .
Elementary and Secondary -Education Act” of 1965 - (Columbus:

Ohio State University Press, 1976).
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) tive and égiticaT but , from a po11t1ca1 and historical
-perspect1ve ‘rather than fnom a technical one, it is a good
source for tracipg such important storms of controversy in
the renning educational debate as those that centered on the
arguments 6f James Coleman, Charles~Silberman, Arthur Je;sen,
- Christopher Jencks,\ the ~we§tinghouse and RAND reports on

school effectiveness, and the 1ike.!8 : B ;
. o P
Assessing Compensatory Education .

Throughout the- extremeﬂi volatile debate over - the
effectiveness of cqmpenggtory education, Title ¥ specifica11y

and ESEA in.general were not without their staunch defenders
-- as was, of course, the dream of the G?eat'Society and its
programmatic 1egacy.19 Chief among these was Samuel
Halperin, who héd‘jeft HEW with the Nixon transition to head
George Washington Univers%ty's\ Institute for Educational

Leadership. Admitted]y a partial observer _Halperin used the -

occasion of ESEA"s tenth ann1versahy to cata]oq its v1rtues
in the Phi ‘Delta Kappan. 20 | ye adm1tted that Title III's $1.4
billion for supp]ementary centers and services,. which repre-

sented Cannon and the Gardner task force's boldly subverS1ve,

- $
A7

¢

18cor a sampler of these debates, see Donald M. Levine
arid Mary Jo Bane, The "Inequality" Controverey: Schooling and
D1str1but1ve Just1ce «INew York: Basjc Books, 1975).

19For a defense of the goals and achievements of the
. Great Soc1ety (but not of its inflated expectations and
na1vete), seeYSar Levitan and Robert Taggart, The Promise of
Greatness (Cambridge, M?%sa¢husetts Harvard TUniversity
\

Press, 1976), Chapter 6.

205 amue? Halperin, "ESEA: The Positive Side," Phi Delta
Kappan (November 1975), 147-51. See also Ralph W. TyTer,
"The Federa1 Role in Edycat1on," The Pub11c Interest, 164-87,
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- sustained rather thén Tost.

0,

Klf/ﬁesigh to flank the Tocal educational establishments and

*@reé innovation, had: largely disappeared” into the blur of
the states bureaucratic mediocricy after Edith Green's
transfer of 1967-68. Ha1per?q also conceded that.

‘ . . no" truly persuasive evidence [exists]
' J that they haVe sparked substantial changes in
??j " the-schools or that they have catalyzed endur-
. ing partnerships between the schools and "the
vast untapped cultural and art1§fic resources

of their respective communities.

Similarly, Halperin admitted that Title 1v, which sought to

create. a dozen great education R&D labokatories, had fallen
on hard times.

The 18 federally funded 1abs and centers have
no continuity of funding, no real resources to
move their investments from product develop-
ment- into large-scale classroom practice.
Indeed, educatiopal research and develppment’

“has become* something of -a pariah on the
priority };st of federal poliecy makers in
education.* ' %

" As for “whethe; Johnny and Jane were learning to read,

Ha]perin\dévoted a mere paragraph. to the crucial and hotly
debatéd question of Title I's effectiveness (and placed it
near the-end of his essay, just prior to the acknowl edged

failures), and claimed only that recent tentat1ve evidence .

was :feginn1ng to suggest that if Title 1 programs could

. concgntrate long and ifitensively (We., -expensively) enough

upon disadvantaged- children, then early gains could be
7

2yfperin, "ESEA," 151.

1981,
S
N ‘ " 380
.

221id,  Halperin, interview with the author, 22 April

A
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But this .was not primart]y what Ha]perin had\in mind,
for his was a finely tuned po1it19a1 mind as .a chief former |
co fff ) Tegis?ative strategist at HEW. To a man whqse tenure went . -
A &1 enough"back -to reme§rﬁBer the Holy Wars of the Kennedy
) years, w{th a1 their “rancor, the ESEA, for all its
frustrations and disappointments, represented a po11t1ca1
quantum Teap with multiple spinoffs: ° - . B

I3
'o ESEA broke the logjam on federal aid to
. ‘ ~ education, with a smashing House vote of -
) ' . 263- 153 that. permanently signalled the ‘ a Y
. _ retirement of the old paralytic- Ho]y .
° e . wars. , : ) . .

0 ‘ESEA spotlighted the needs of childreh, . . X,
and fueled a massive conceptual shift.of S
the congre§sionaiand educational debate
A from such  policy disputes-as classroom
and  teacher shortages and  teacher.
salarigs, to focué instead on the
g children of the poor. - . ] - .

included both preschool and out-of-schopl
children, and spawned spread1ng para11e1
- .state programs in compensatory, b111nn
gual, and ‘aid-to- the-hand1capped educa-

t1on programs. , \'*

0 ESEA- fueled the . equa]ity movement, o §§§g

N . .
6 ESEA promoted parental and community
. involvement 1in the schools, including .
© public and nonpublic cooperation, and °
» recruited® quality personne1 for service
N = in education. oy ' .
L v o - ESEA promoted the evaluation and ar;count-=
ability movement.

< X _ 0 Finally, ESEA" strengthened the federa]
system, through Title V's addition of

over 2,000 new staff members to state&
. , 'departments of education, and. it also
< promoted the creation of state planning.
- and evaluation units, educational data

. -
B ok . . )
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- ’ L systems, and assessment and tra1ning
‘ - program. o
3 But Hanerin s best, evidence for support1ve arguments fay d '

) L ]ess in the field than Qn ‘the H111 where the permanent
SO - toalition'-for federal aid 4o education rallied to the ESEA
T ‘ despite repeated1y damaqing eva1uat1ons of Title I <and
‘plummeting national SAT scores.. In- 1974 the House passed,
_the strengthening ESEA amendments by a Topsided vote of 380-
26. In 1978, the Congress approved}a $50 billion, fiveﬁyear
reaﬁthorization of ESEA by a smashing vote ' of 86 7 in the
. Senate and 350-20 1n 'the House.23 Ha1per1n was tcareful,. -

§ } however, not to a1]ude to iron triangles, the effectivev
~ lobbying of Char1eS'Lee's'Committee for Full Funding, and the
o f ’ postwatergate Democrat1c maJor1t1es in Congress, especially

during the Carter administration. .
In the Phi Delta Kappan's decemial assessment bf ESEA
- the ‘negative side of the op- ed format was argued by w1111am - ‘e
. - W. Wayson of Qh1o Stafe, and Wayson, attacked ESEA from the
« T Veft, ce1ebrating its revolutionary breakthrough as more—of a
Bay,qf Pigs than a quktown,,argu1ng that it was essentia11y
8" B a case study in "institutional intransmutabi1ity," and that
‘ it represented a "local and state victory™ over federal

attempts to use education to improve the status of the

. poor. n24 Nayson s prime&assum;/]on was radical: that local
. \\jiﬁcators have a "vested . 1nterest in practices that‘systemaﬁ

tigally harm disadvantaged children "-- not because they wish \

234a1perin celebrated ESEA's bar mitzvah in "ESEA Comes
of "AGE: Some Historical Reflections,” Educational Leadership

. 36 (February 1979), 349 53. IR . .
. S 24H1111am W. Nayson, "E EA The Negat1ve Side," Phi v_ o
Delta Kappan (November 1975), 15h1- 56. . : o




to do so, but because school systems had h1storica11y
perpetuated the existing distribution of goods and power in
1oca1 districts. Federa11sm\s three-tiered system of f11ters
and barr1ers, he argued, was paralleled at the Tevel of the
school district by a burdaucratically ]ocked=1n, three-tiered o P
system consisting of (1) the superintendent's central office,
(2) the principal's school building, and (3) the teacher's .
classroom.25 - Each level, Wayson c1a1med was cons1d€rabr& : L
more autonomous than was genera]]y recognized, but all three
resented the para11e1 thrust of Title I's remedial programs,
which were not integrated into the "normal” instructional
. program, partly as a-resu]t‘of’the'socio1ogy and politics of S
local education, and partly as a product of federal auditing
requirements, which produced separate Title 1 teachers and,
c1as§rooms, « And the result of all this wa$ more rather than
“ less internal ttagking, segregatjon, and disrupjci’on.26 ,
.Wayson's evidence was annecdotal, and his critique was
_ curiously amb1va1ent about the role of principal and teacher,
seeing them at ofite as both the agents of the status quo's
jealous, boundary -maintenance and indifference (or worse) to
the needs of the children of the poor, and yet seeming to . .
view them also as potential reformers who'were‘%urprisingly '
independent of the centrdl office and higher authorities. Hey.
gives us no clue as to how the latter rather than the former
.-role might be achieved and rewarded. But subsequent research
has at least pointed to "its possibi1i;y,'and theneby revealed

o

v
.

- 257p44, 151 ,5153.

!

28Eee Jackie K1mbrough and Paul T. Hill, The Aggregate
Effects” of Federal" 'Educat1on Programs ,(Santa Monica:
Rand,1981). :
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unlikely places af

a major weakness of the ‘era‘s dominant mode of social
research, which was symbolized by the Coleman and Jencks and

-subsequent reports based on hypothesis testing through

multiple statistical regressiom of ever more massfve aggrega-
tioﬁs of data. Their strength was that they reminded us that
it was naive to expect the public schoo]s alone to remedy the
effects of shattered homes and’ patho1ogaca1 neighborhoods of
poverty, much less to take.on such defau]ted responsibilities

 of the crumb]ing modern fami]y as moral and religious and sex

education. Their chief weaknesses were, first, that they“
were best at disproving ‘hypotheses, . at- statistically
indicating what-didn't work. Second, such massive statis-
tical aggregations inhereht]yy blurred fine distinctions.
Lost*in the mass_of disappointment and failure were schools

== indeed, public schools -- that did teach Johnny and Jane

to read Snd to count, despite Jamés Conant's consolidated
monster-schools, despite the brain-numbing fare on
te]eﬁis%oh, despite falling SATs and indifferent school
bureaucracies, and ‘even despite the truly Great Planning
Disaster of chic, "open" schoo1s without walls in s1ums.27 A

handy and heart-warming guide to -such possibilities "is ,
journalist Robert Benjamin's Making Schools Work, which
profi]esa schools tﬁat work amidst a sea of gloom in such
the South Bronx, Modesto, and Madison

21The allusion 1is. to Peter Hall's Great Planning
Diasters (London: Weidenfeld and. Nicholson, 1980), wnicn

concentrates on such megadisasters (or near disasters) as

London's third airport, the Angle-French Concorde, San
Francisco's BART, and Sydney s Opera House.

o | - §
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‘Heights; Michigan (and others).28  Their secret to success is
not drcane, and centers not on innovative methods of equip-
A o ‘ment or compensatory "pullout" programs. Rather, i} centers
' on old-fashioned Tleadership: a strang principal, tightly

structured time-on-task; homework, dedicated.teachers who .are

'3\7

supported and protected, discipline to sustain su¢h an
environment, and parental involvement. Nothing much is novel
there - just old-time schoolmarm szdmn'frmn the wdr1d we
have™ lost (excluding the private schools, most of which of
course have enjoyed the advantage of excluding our society's
most -damaged casualties). ot
. But that editorial ‘digression is not comp1ete1j§£?1r to
Halperin and Wayson, who were debating the effectiveness of .
ESEA in 1675. On balance, Halperin had the edge. This is.
pdrt1y because however. much truth there was"iqﬁ Wayson's
indictment of local school bgrgaucracies and the failure of
ESEA to enlist them as allies in its novel antipoverty
o : premises, he did not qffgr us an a1ternative' model, and
Halperin was an expert 1in the political world ‘of tie
possible, at® least at the federal 1level. By 1975,.. the
accumulative eya%uation of ESEA's Title I was shattering in
light of the misty hopes of the _mid-sixties for, early
compehsatory interventfbn. Title I1 had mostly pacified the
Catholics, and Title V had mostly bought off Edgar Fuller's -
“recalcitrant state“superintendeqts”ghd had\izrewhat improved *

: 28pobert Benjamin, Making Schools Work (New York:

“ Continuum, 1981). A former reporter for the Cincinnati Post
’ and later with the Baltimore Sun, Benjamin's research™and

‘ writing was supported by a Ford Foundation grant in affilia-
. . tion withHa1perin's‘Inst1§ife for Educational Leadership at

George Washington University.
<
-
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and moderrized their staffs. But Title ILI, the darling of
Bi11 Cannon and the Gardner Report;,had been safely neutered

“by - Edith Géeen, and Title élV's educational R&D labs were

" renewing and refunding ESEA. Why?.

orphans without djscernible impact. - Yet in spite of this
» LY - 4 < . '
uneven' and, in spots, rather dismal record, Congress kept

s
Y

Halperin's argument 1mp1iciy1y Suggesté that if the.
demonstrated effectiveness of the major ESEA programs was the

major concern of the "permanent” education coalition in
Congress, the coalition would have disolved and rationally
written off the commitments of 1965 as a we11 intentioned

flop. But the permanent coa11t1on seemed to have three other
major goals in mind which were not explicit, but which it.

regarded‘as still being served. One was to get 'the mule's

attention, not with a two-by-four, but rather with a $16.7

billion carrot over ten years for all ESEA t1t1es -- to

.thereby induce local school" dnstr1cts “to sh1ft the1r

-

attention from the median student to the bottom fifth of the
pupils who seemed .to be 1earn1ng v1ruta11y not ing at all, or
at least-little that was socially useful. 1

intention to use much of ESEA to redistribute income toward
the poor, which it modestly did. Yet a third, more immedi-
ate, and practical Congress1ona1 desire was- to serV1ce and

nother was . an

please the expanding un1verse of benef1c1ary groups who
formed the clientele link with agency. and subcommi ttee in
that fascinating pro]iferat1on of iron triangles that culmi-
nated in the Carter administration and it§ new Department of
Education, and that thereby inadvertently particifated ‘in

creating a po11t1ca1 environment characterized by infla-
t10n1%} fear, soaring federal def1c1ts, and out=0f-contro1




entitlement programs that led to the Reagan counterrevolution
f 1980. - : -
\One, year into the Reagan administration, ESEA Title I
became” Chapter 1 of the 1981 Education Consolidation and
Improvehept Act (ECIA), whjch signalled the new Republican

administration's commitment to a significantly reduced,

block-grant approach to federal -aid. In 1982 the astute
Milbrey - McLaughlin (with Lorraine McDonnell) completed

another NIE-funded RAND study of the unéasy federal and state

interaction in education policy, aﬁd the results and trends
were not very encouraging.??  Although pubiic education
accounted for roughly one third of most state budgets and
uéuai?y represented the largest singie item, compensatory
education for the disadvantaged remained a Tow political
priority (except for the handicapped, where powerful "new
clientele groups were politically effective). Excluding the
handicapped, state-level support for social equity goals
remained quite Tow, and with federal support for the old ESEA
Title I effort clearly receding, state education agencies
(SEAs) were uniikely to take up the slack. Despite consider-

able administrative strengthening under ESEA‘s Title V, SEAs -

were generally incapable of Tong-range pianning, were unabie
to predict potential probiems, and were organizationally

, szorraine M. McDonnell and Milbrey W. McLaughiin,
Education Policy and the Role of the States (Santa Monica:
Rand, 1982}, See ailso Paul T. HiTV, "Enforcement and
Informal Pressure in the Management of Federal Categorical
Programs in Education" (Rand: August 1979); Paul T. Hiil, "Do
Federal Education Programs Interfere With One Another?"
(Rand: September 1979); and Paul Hi11, Joanne Wuchitech, and
Richard Williams, "The Effects of Federal Education Programs
on School Principles” (Rand: February 1980).
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fragmented by the very multiplicity of federal categorica]
* grant programs t'h?‘é were the legacy of the 1960s. Because

"the federal gdévernment has stressed administrative
compliance, almost to the total exciusion of program content
or quality,” the states had done likewise.30 Furthermore, as
Jackie’Kimbrough and Paul Hi11 demonstrated, the prolifer-
_ ation of federal categorical grant programs and their
increasingly unéhndeg requiréménts had produced unintended
interferences and cross=subsidy.31' Interference was the main
ﬁ%ob1em, and a major source was the interruption of core
q1éssroom instrutt%on through frequent puliouts for Titie I
or bilingual programs (in heavily Hispanic districts,
puliouts could reach six or seven daily, so that by grade
five many Hispanic cﬁi?dren had received no instruction in
science or social studies)., CategoriEa? programs often
replaced the core curriculum in reading and math,. with
pullout and auditing Jogistics dominating educational
policy. The conflict of categorical and core programs also
produced _a clash of teaching methods, staff conflicts,
segregated student groups, and it imposed heavy administra-
“tive burdens on teachers and principals. J
Long depressed by and defensive about the sustained
litany of damaging >eva1uations of Title I efforts, the
proponént§ and defenders -of comhensatory education more re-
cently have been cheered by studies supporting its increased

30McDonne11” and McLaughlin, ix.

31kimbrough and Hill, The Aggregate Effects of Federal
Education Programs. - >
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effectiveness.32 A prudent comment on this still-open debate
was offered by Carl Kaestle and Marshall Smith in the Harvard
Educational Review: < -

These gains, if real, are modest when
contrasted with the original promise of Title
I to overcome disparities in _achievement
between the children of the poor and the
rich. Against the litany of/earlier negative
evaluations, the results are promising, but
against national data showing that achievement
"scores of middle and high school students, have
declined steadily for years and that drop-out
rates in the inner cities gre increasing, the
refults seem insignificant.33 '

Kaestle and Smith echo Paul Hill's critique of the
segregationist tendency of compensatOﬁy education:

. the creation of the separate Title 1
adm1n1strat1ve structure placed no pressure on
the regular structure to improve and ensured’
that Tittle of lasting importance would remain
if federal dollars were withdrawn. In light
of the growing evidence about the importance
of the ciimate and coherence of school admini-
strative structures and the collaboration and
involvement of the staff in the development of
effective schools, the Title 1 approach .seems

325ee, for example, Compensatory Educatjon Study
(Washington: National Institute of Education, 1978); Edward
Zigler and Jeanette Valentine (eds.), Project Head Start (New
York: Free Press, 1979). On evaTuating education programs,
see Robert F. Boruch and David S. Cordnay (eds.), An
Appraisal of Education Program Evaluations: Federal, State,

and Local Agencies (Washington: U.S. Department of Educat1on,

1980); and Senta Raizen and Peter Rossi (eds.), Program
Eva]uat1on in Education. When? How? To what Ends?

(washington National Academy of Sciences, 1980].

33Car1 F. Kaestle®and Marshall S. Smith, "The Federal
Rolé in Elementary and Secondary Educat1on, 1940-1980,"
Harvard Educationa] Review (November, 1982), 384-408.°




to have been doomed to produce mediocre
results. By maintaining an independence from .
the core programs of the school, the Title 1
effort insured that its influence and effects
were mariginal. After almost two decades of
intervention the Title 1 program stands
primarily as a symbol of national concern for
the poor ragper than as a viable response to
their needs.34

As successor to Lyndon Johnson, President Nixon acknowledged -
that "we will all have to be education presidents now," and
his -administration's substantial education legislation of
1972, and President Carter's of 1978, basically continued in

“the Kennedy-Johnson tradition, adding 13 titles and more than

100 categorical programs to the statute books. These
ipc]uded’major new commitments to women, thé handicapped, the
elderly, aqd to students whose primary 1anguage was not
English. Yet Kastle and Smith coné]ude of this legacy that

Except in_ the area of desegregation, however,
federal programs operated on the margin of
local school system programs. Supplemental
activities for low-scoring students in poverty
areas, special classes for bilingual young-
sters, new procedures for handling handicapp%d
children, equal Tlevels of sports activities
for girls and boys are all dimportant issues,
and they have taken much time and energy to
work out. Yet they are not central to the
workings of the regular schoo™ program. Taken

_ together these activities assumed great weight
because of their symbolic value; taken

341bid, 400.
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séparate]y they were often seen as intfgfering'
with the real business of the schools.

Then when the Reagan administration came in with its reduced
block grants, ‘McDonnell and McLaughlin concluded that "to
weaken the federal partnership with states and Jlocal
districts that has prevailed for the past fifteen years is to
harm a Tafge1y powerless constituenc_y."36 This was certainly
not Reagan's constituency, Ibut rit is not clear that the
Kennedyedohnson 1eqécy<fwhich had been sustained and eh]arged »
during the 1970s, had been very effective in substantially
. improving the education of the children of the poor, who were
the liberal wing of the Democratic Party's natural allies and
clients. It wasn't for want of trying, or for the lack of .
good intentions. But the unique history of federal éid.to
Tocal education, especially at the elementary level, made the
A “partnership" something of an odd jfup1e -- or, given the "
' three-tiered 1iaison of lacal, state,’ and federal educational
agencies, it became too o?ten a troubled ménage a trois. And
in some cases, where politics so clearly dominated substahéeg
the new programs made matters much worse.

The Racial and Ethnic Politics of Education
' Racial and ethnic political appeals have been a major
source of electoral success for recent 1iberal Democrati<

regimes, but by ‘the same token  they ‘have often been an
- , ' Achilies Heel of’sengib1e domestic policy. - Budgetary "set-
‘ - asides" for racial and ethnic ‘groups have violated the”
wrintipTev‘ofvindividua1 equality of citizenship upon which

351bid, 405.

36McDonne] and McLaughlin, xii.
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the Republic was founded, and has led to bizarre compet1t1on

- , ' over ethnic entitlements. Since the Repub11can adm1n1stra=
tions of Presidents Nixon and Ford never effect1ve1y ‘mastered
their ‘Democratic Congresses, there is a strong line of
domesdic program continuiEX between the Kennedy victory of
1960 and the culminating administration of President Carter
through 1980. During those two decades of dramatically
expanding federal “involvement in education, iﬁcTuding the
major Nixon expanéioq of 1972 of _afd to college students
rather than to institutions (a bi11 that Nixon claims he
almost vetoed), the access of the disadvantaged to the fruits
of education at all levels was greatly expanded. But the
political fault 1lines also began to manifest themselves,
mostly in the form of demands for overcompensation to benefit
historically disadvantaged blacks, Hispanics, and American
"~ Indians. Shch new ‘ggp apparently pérmanent’ national
commissibns as the Commission on Civil Rights, the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, and the offices of civil’
rights in such major domestic funding and enforcement
agencies as HEW, Labor,.and Justice, were early staffed and
controlled by members of the "affected class" and their
ideo]og1ca1 allies. The-prplonged and mutua]]y frustrating
efforts of these federal investigatory, 1lobbying, and
enforcement égencﬁes, together with even more important
efforts by the federal courts, to achieve and maintain racial
desegration of the nation's schools, has produced a vast
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’1iterature and is beyond the scope of this inqu1n¥ 37 1 .

will concentrate here on three less prominent areas of
federal intervention in educat1on where racial and ethnic

politics has tended to sksw rational judgment and allocation -

of increasingly scare resources, because edncationaTVprograms
cannot realistically be considered 1in {solation from
educational politics.

Theﬁfirst, and Jeast offensive of the _three, concerns
HEA Title II1 for aid to "developing institutions.” It is
hi§torica11y clear that what the Gardner task force had
primarily in mind for Title 11l were the s1jght] more than
100 historically Negro colleges that were generally charac-
terized on the debit side by severe underfunding, faculty

weakness, curricular backwardnes?yrand racia] hostility and
condescension from the dominant. Qh

‘the Johnson administration tried to define ‘the "developing
1nst1tut1ons euphemi§m into some reasonable and racially
b11nd index of underdevelopment, there were twice ‘as many
wh1te as bjlack institutions included, and one could .scarcely
exclude the struggling white colleges from access to federal
“tax dollars because of -genetic deficiencies in skin color.
" So what began as an awkward interracial fight over a tiny
1n1t1a1 appropriation of $5 miliion for 1966 eme(gpd/1n the
1980s as a tense battie over-aa$130 million program (the
largest ‘program of federal institutional aid to colleges)
that in the lean late 1970s had _drawn in the numerous

community colleges, thereby pitting black against white, two--

37But in this connection see Hugh Davis Graham,
“Liberty, Equality, and ‘the New Civil Rigyms,“ South Atlantic

ite community. But when

Quarterly (Winter 1980), 82-92.

v
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year against four-year, and |private _adaihst public
co]]ege$.38 'The program remained pol tically popular in the
Congress, but black college officials complained that hordes
- of newly e1i§ib1e white colleges were horning in on their
;ferrain, and Republicans .grumbled that in any evehtr the
underdeve]oped co1]eges never seemed to graduate from the
program., A General Accounting Office report of 1979 C1ted
waste and mismanagement that made the program "1arge1y
unworkable,”" and Congressiona]_hearings in. 1980 %?d a series
‘ in the Washington Post #n 1981 citedyscandalg in the Title -
! II1 program that primarily involved hustling educational
s consulting firms and either naive 6r complicit black college &
N administrafors, or both.3? A11  of téﬁ
mirrored the historic tension of racial politics and did not -
constitute a major horr%njéhow.i? But the next development

\ in too many -ways did.
J ‘ o

is, however, only

| o, N B111ngua1 Education in Theory and Pract1ce

j \ﬁé//(* Congress f1rst passed the - B111ngua1 Educat1on. Act in

| , . 1968, as Title VII of the revised ESEA and it was renewed in

‘ “1974, the same year in which the Supreme Court, in Lau v. b
Nichols,. ruled that school districts serving substantial

& > e
§ »

| \

‘ - .

. ) : :

| ‘) \
\

|

|

|

\

_ 38"The Federal Report," Washington Post, /27 November
1981. A

-3°washington Post, 27 November 1981. » ™~

40Besides, the Reagan administra%gon promised to

increase federal aid to black colleges, while generally

reducing aid for all the other. colleges. The political

compromise was a relative]y wide access to Title III funding, ;.

: but with "set-asides" for predom1nant1y black and Hispanic -
s A colleges. - ’
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numbers of children with English language deficiencies must

~_do something special for these pupils, a1thoﬁgh Lau did not

specify bilingual education as the remedy, and it did not
deal at all with bicultural education (nor, indeed, did the
Bi¥lingual Education Act of 1968). The following year the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 was amended to equate. linquistic
disadvantage to racial discrimination._'This made mandatory
the pfovision of bilingual bé?iots in many jurisdiptions, and
extended to certain linguistic groups such extraordinary
federal protections as blacks enjoyed against at-large
elections, district_lines that might "dilute" their electoral
power, and suburban annexations that would add white
voters.  Also in 1975, HEW's Office -of Civil Rights (OCR)
began to threaten termimation 'of -all federal aid unless
targeted school districts negotiated an agreement -to adopt
what OCR disingenuousty called the "Lau remedies" of
bilingual and bicultural - education (the former meaning
instruction in the chi]d'sﬁethnig language, and the latter
meaning Tns%ructiqn in the history and culture .of the pupil's
ethnic group, or "affirmative ethnicity"), even though Lau v..
Nichols had not required-the—bilingual method and had not
dealt with bicultural education at all. By ‘1978, OCR had
signed on 518 bilingual-bicultural projects in 68 languages
and dialects, although’ 80 percent were- in Spanish, and OCR
had targeted 334 additional school districts on_a hit list
for withdrawal of federal funds unTess bilingual-bicultural
agreements were signed.® In a parallel development, federal
judges began to interpret Lau as réquiriqg hilingual
programs, and a federal judge in Texas even ordered the
state’s schools to run “transitional” bilingual’ progranms

.through the 12th grade! This was, of course, not bilingual

~
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transition toward English competency, but rather bicultural
maintenance at taxpayer expense pf an ethnic group -that wa%
‘federally certified for entitlemént. 0

These ,deve1ppménts were so extraordinary and so
controﬁersia1\ that. in 1977 Samuel Halperin's Institute for

Educational . Leadsrsh{p ipvited Noel Epstein, nétiona]

education writer for the Washington Posty to Jjoin the
/;hfi_ygar - as journalist-in=residence to

investﬁ@ate the phenpmenon. Epstejn“é resultant book,

..Language, Ethnicity, and the Schools, concluded that OCR had
misinterpreted Lau and. had “required bilingual/bicultural

programs . for poTitica] reasons even though there was

'virtua11y'£i1 sciéhtific evidence that the bi]ingua] approéch
was effegtive; or was in any%yay §upeijréto*an alternative

policy of»iqtensive immersion in English -<"a ‘TESOL (teaching .

English as a second language) quél in which the OCR was
politically uninterested.41' Epstein's 1anguage‘wa§ a model
of dispassionaté inquiry into a controversial subject, but he
questioned whether it was "a federal responsibility to
\findnce. and promote student attachments to their ethnic
languages and ¢ultures, jobg long left to families, religious

s

‘ \ ‘ L
_ .

. - o )
41Noe]v Epstein, Language, Ethnicity, and the Schools:

| ﬁﬁ1icy'“ Alternatives for Bilyngual-Bicultural Education

{Washington: Institute For Educa&jona1 Leadership, 19/7).




groups; ethnic organizations, private schools, ethnic
publications ad others?"4% ‘ I

What had clear1y,hap6ened was that militant Hispanics
had successfully exploited "the Bilinguatl Education Act of
1968 and the Lau deC1s1on§£/hich involved Chinege’ children in
San Francisco) of 1974, had blunted any serious efforts in

the alterfative” methods of intensive 1mmers1on,in English as
a Second Language (TESOL), had transformed bilingual into
bicultural eduction, and in the proc@%s had transformed a
transitional language program  into 'a'_ tax-supported
subcu1tura1_ maintenance program based upon c15ﬁh;’ for
historical justice for groups that they a11eged had been
conquered and d1scriminated against’ in American society. The
prime model was not pedagogic, it was Quebec Francaise. And
given patterns, of v1rtua11y ‘uncontrolled immi%gatwon, its
potential for p011t1ca1 and social c1eavaae, for ‘rending the
social contract and the »Amer1can consensus, was equally
~ severe. [t was both a spectacu1ar political and an economic
success for the H1span1c political activists, as tens of
“thousands of Spanish speakers found teaching jobs. As Joseph
Califano, a sthong supporter of bilingual education and a
" Secretary of hgw, complained: . e

Of most serious concern to me was that
HEW's bilingual program had become captive of
the professional Hispanic and other ethnic
groups, with their understandably emotional”

but often exaggerated political rhetoric of .
biculturalism. As a result, too 1little

¢

42Ib1d 7. Epstein reports that q§ﬂ§0E -sponsored study
of 38 b111ngua1 projects for Hispanic children found that 70
percent of -the pupils were dominant in Eng11sh, not Spanish,
~ for test-taking. purposes. ~

) ; .
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attention was paid to teaching children

English, and far too many children were kept -
in- bilingul classes long  after they acquired’
the necessary proficiency to be taught in

English. Due in part to the misguided

administration of bilingual program$, 40

percent of students whose first language is

Spanish dropped out 8; school before earning a

high sch001 diploma.

"Doc" Howe adm1tted that the biiinguai education progream_ had

<

*become a "mess," a "Hispanic job corps and community action—\\

program" that was of great benefit to Hispanic militants and
Spanish- speaking teachers. The only losers were the Hispanic

children and their parents. 44

As Abigail Thernstrom has forcefuriyéargued in her essay
on 1anguage*in the Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic
Groupss the bi11ngua]/bicu1tura1 movement owed much of its
momentum to the B]ack ﬁpwet‘movement, and both had completely

'i‘

43Joseph A. Caiifano Jr., Governing America (New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1981}, 313

42§3\uthor interview w1th Haroid Howe II 11 May 1981. A
1981 studymdy Alan L. Gins%erg and Beatrice F Birman for the
DepartmentWof Education toncluded that only one million
children needed language help, not the 3.6 million the Carter

Department of Education had used, and that the evidence ;

indicated that TESOL was more effective than the bilingual-
approach. Washington Post, 29 September 1981. On the other-
hand, some recent studies report positive resu1ts for
bilingual biliteracy programs -- see, for instance, ~ Paul
Rosier and Wayne .Holm, The Rock Point Experience: A
Longitudinal Study of a Navaho School Program ({Saad Naaki Bee

‘Nanitin (Washington, D.C.: Center for Applied Linguistics,

T9807; and Bernard Spolsky, "Sociolinguistics of Literacy,

Bilingual Education, and TESOL," TESOL 'Quarterly 16 {(June

1982), 141-51. 1 claim no abiiity to form judgments on Such
technicai linguistic matters, which are important but’are
also irrelevant %o my essentially political ana1y51s of a
primarily political phenomenon.
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turned around the original if somewhat novel judicial logic
of Chief Justice Earl Warren in the Brown decision, which had
held that "To separate [children] from others of similar age
hnd qualifications’solely because of their race generates a
feeling of inferiority as to their status in the comﬁﬁnity
~ .that mdy affect their hearts and minds in a way unldkely ever

&

- . to be undorie."” Now, ~ironically, Black and Brown Power
. advocates were saying ‘that to assimilgte.children int9 an
' “aiien" culture creates feelings of inferiority. But

Therstrom ably demonstrates that the political and_cu]turé] R N
premises upon which Black and Brown Power were based were
“radically différenf,-so the surface similarity of their logic
was spurious. Oncelthe BiTingual Education Act was passed,
however, @nd éq federal admjnistrative.~staff was formed to
. enforce it, Thérnétrom‘notgs a familiar po]itita] phenomenon
vin Washington's bureaucratic life:

= The staffing of the Division of Bilingual
. Education by ethnit militants followed an.
\ : ' administrative tradition: government programs
aimed at a particular group are often run by
v militant members of that group. Politically
aggressive  veterans . administer veterans'
programs; civil righf§\enthusiasts staff the
Office of Civl Righti in the Department of
Justice; and so forth. 5 :

When the act was renewed in 1974, Senators Kennedy and

_ Cranston were able to transform it from a mere (and vague)
T bilingual program of 1968 into a bold commitmengyzﬁa
biculturalism and affirmative ethnicity. But .in 1978 a Feur-

year study by the American Institutes for Research, sponsored
T . ‘

&

‘ 45Ab§'ga1’1 M. Thernstrom, “Language: Issues and
‘//’ Legislation,” Harvard Encyclopedia of American”Ethnic Groups

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1980), 619-29, |
- h - (:/
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" by USOE,A conc]uded that most -of the Hispanic. students — :
- 1nvo1veﬁ did not need to 1earn Eng]ish that those ‘who d1d '
were not in fact aquiring . it that -most b11ingua1 programs
were\aimed at linguistic and cu]tura] maintenanCE°rather-than
at learning Engl1sh and assim11at1ng into American tu1tqre, ,
and that the sggregated Hispanic students who were already ) .
alienated from school simply remaingd-so. 46 only one third' ‘ :
’ of the 11,500 Hispani%iftudents stud1ed were: pTaoed in thev ‘
=>bilingual track because' of their, need *for English instruc- Y
tion, and only 16 percent were monolingual in Spanish Most
of the p]acement was -based on Hispanic surname, not 1anguage
tests.., The congressional hearings of 1978 producedh

consensus that while “politically -active ethnic leaders's
wanted [cultural] maintenance programs, most pafents .did
not."47 As a result the 1978 renewal required a’ parenta)
‘majority on mandatory adv1sory councils -- an injection of -
democratic due process Fhat the entrenched H1span1c poT1t1caL
activists bitterly resented.  But’ #s the writer Richard '
"Rodriguez explains ir* his moving qutobiographi,l Hunger of
Memory, for a Hispanié child growing up in a Spanish=speoﬁjng
househo]d in America (in his case Sacramento ih the 19§6§) , /// .
growing up means necessarily and painfu]]xﬂﬁgkow1ng away, ' o
learning English while not 1os#ng Span1sh Americanization
into the middle class, assimilization not into a homogenized
culture, but into a common public Tife in which English, as
the 1language . of 96 percent of the body poiitic, is the

3 ' @12
’ 46Ib1d 624. See Malcolm N Danoff Evaluation of the °

Impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/English Bi]1ngua1 tducation o
Program (Palo ATto: American Institutes of Research, 19/8). :

47Thernstrom, 625.




cuitural cement of the extraordinary ana precarious unity of

our nation of ﬁmmigrants.48

The Nadir of the Ethnic‘Politics of Education:
B-Q University '

The Carter administratidn“s most striking symboiic
?eq?rd to the NEA for its vigorous campaign support in 1976
was the creation in 1978 of a Cabinet-rank Department of
Education. The new department was presided over by a former
federal judge, Shirley\Hufstedtier, who was quickly captured
by the senior bureaucrats, and who in 1979 was persuaded to
fssue the ukase that decreed the “Lau remedies” of
bilingual/bicultural education with no  alternatives
permitted. But the nadir of ethnic politics to which that
administration was so prone is symbolized by a bizarre two-
year Indian college called Deganowidah-Quetzalcoatl "Univer-
sity. In 1971, a handful of militant Indians occupied a
deserted Armmy base near Davis, California, and eventually
persuaded the federal government to let them remain to
establish a school to teach Indians their own history,
culture, and religion. They leased the 643 acres of land at
no cost, illegally sub-lTeased parts of it to local farmers
and an engineering firm for $128,500 in profit, and their
college was funded by the Department of Education to the
annual tune of $489,000 in 1982 when federal auditors

48pichard Rodriguez, Hunger of Memory (Boston: Godine, .
1981). Rodriguez was so tortured by the unfairness of affir-
mative action policies, which rained Ivy League professorial
offers on him while virtually ignoring his white doctoral
colleagues at Berkeley, that he declined them all and left

academe.
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reported widespread mismanagement and fraud.49 The school’s
chancellor, Dennis Banks, was wanted on a felony warrant from
South Dakota, where he faced wriot and assault charges
stemming from the violent demonstrations he had Ted at
Wounded Knee in 1973. But California's Democratic Governor,
Jerry Brown, blocked Banks' extraditon. . D-Q University had
originally promised the government that the college would
enroll at Jeast 200 students. But since they never could
attain such an enrollment, D-Q's federally-paid administra-
tors began signing one another up as both students and
teachers in one another’'s.classes. Chancellor Banks taught
an  1independent study course . to board ¢hairman David

Risling. Ris1ipg, in turn, taught Banks and seve%al trustees - .

in goVernance and hanagement procedures. Dean of students
Carlos Cordero also taught Banks. D-Q's controller taught
six of this staff in fiscal management, and the registrar
taught her assistant . registrar about registration with
taxpayers paying their salaries and tuifions.k And so it
went. The federal auditors visited scheduled classes in a
quest for real students, .and whi1e no students and no
teachers showed wup for “Introduction to. Indigenous
Counseling” or for a seminar in natural science, a course on
"Native American Law" actually produced a teacher and fou:\hﬁ
its 19 Pegistered students. In all, the auditors found 39
students in classes that had 133 registered. D-Q's
president,  Steven Ba]éy, denounced ‘the audit as a "political
document." ‘ |
But enough of horror stories. The point is that liberai
Democratic‘fegimes pay a Seve¥§ penalty for their traditional

49wash1ngton Post, 13 March 1982.
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soTicitude for the nation's historically exploited groups,
and that prié~ has too often taken the form of political
blackmail. Pubiic resentment of this abuse of tax dollars

played no small part in President Carter's rejection at the

poils in 1980. It ds still too soon to pass judgment on the
education policies Q?vthe Reagan administration, although the
early returnsﬁﬁuggéét a. few tentative conclusions. One is
that the Reganite hostility to a str@hg federal role in

education (beyond defense-related R&D) ds not shared, by a -

congressional majority that clings with surprising tenacity
to the consensus forged during the Kennedy-Johnson years,
that survived and even prospered under the N{;on,and Ford
administrations, and that was ‘strongly reinforced under
Carter. A second is that deSpite President Reaégn"s "safety-
net" rhetoric, his budgetary and programmatic insensitivity
to the plight of the disadavantaged falis solidly in the deep
Republican tradition, and should surprise nobody. A third is
that Reagan's budget slashes 1in college student ) aid,
especially loans, are surprising, for this 1s a natural
Republican constituency of an upwardly-mobile middle class.
But given his incredible tax cut of 1981 and the resultant
record deficits of the early 1980s, perhaps the best explana-
tion comes from Willie Sutton, who was asked why he robbed
bank55 "Because that's where the meney is." And yet a
fourth is that.in the Reagan White House, consistent with its
rhetoric, priority goes t6 the private sector, and especially
to the arch-conservative constituencies represented by Bob
Jones and Brigham Young University. Al1 this, however, must
await futuré historians. ’ |
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The Ambiguous and Ironical |
Tegacy of tne Kennedy-Johnson Years

The federal government has historically been more
effective. at aiding higher education than® elementary-
secondary education, for reasons that this book and many

. others make clear. The 1960s represents the Golden Age of
American higher education, but to stretch it to its full-
length, 1955-1974, consider the magnitude of this spectacular
b transformation. 50 presidents .Eisenhower through Nixoﬁ;'wfth '
t their Democratic Congresses, were centra1ly instrumental in,
this transformation, although the Kennedyodohnson executive
po?icies lie at its core: “ o~

"o From 1955 to 1974 the number of college
students rose from 2.5 million to 8. 8
million. '

0 The percentage of young adults in the 18-
24 year-o0ld cohort attending college rose
from 17.8% to 33.5%.

o  The number of blacks attending college
rose from 95,000 to 814,000.

. 0 The percentage of women attending college
rose from one-third to one-half.

0 In 1955, there were 400 community col-
leges, mostly vo-tech, teaching 325,000
students (averaging 800 each). By 1974,
973 community colleges were teaching 3. 4
million students (averaging 3,700 each).

4

N . o ' The number of college faculty members
rose from>\ 266,000 to 633,000. Masters

%0an excellent recent analysis of° American higher
education is George Keller, Academic Strategy (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins, 1983)

j"“""w - ' ) : : ~ - _-f'

23




degrees rose from 58,000 to*§78,000 and
doctorates from 8,800 to 33,000.

o  From 1950 to 1981, U.S. professors won 93
of 173 Nobel Prizes.

Eisenhower sharply accelerated the transition with the NDEA

in 1958, and by the time Neil Armstrong walked on the moon in
1969, 1.5 million men and women had goﬁe to college on NDEA's
stydgﬁt loan program, and 15,000 had completed doctoral
degrees. The Kennedy .breakthrough® in 1963 .accelerated

- college construction, to such an extent that ddring one

period in the later 1960s a new community college was opening

every week. Johnson broﬁght the major breakthrough on-

undergraduate and graduate scholarships in 1965, and also in
research fellowships and grants outside the sciences. The
National Endowment for the Arts and the Humanities have for

the most part faithfully followed the crucial model ofithé

civilian peer review panel pioneered by Vannevar Bush at the
new National Science Foundation beginning in 1950, and the
two endowments have vastly enriched the nation's cultural
knowledge of its origins, 1its legacy, and 1its possible
futures. ' ’

\ But the greatest irony of this extraordinary era of
educational boom and commitment is that it coincided with a
disastrous 19-year stretch of p1dmmeting SAT scores, with
American highrﬁgfhoo1s graduating 300,000 functional 111it-
erates a year. Part of this nosedive reflects a Great
Society success, with more b1acks‘and'Hispanics taking the
SAT and going to college. Part of it reflects the severe

constraints on the effectiveness of the federal .aid programs

at the elementary and secondary level, as has already been
discussed - with blame apportioned to all sides. But for
most of it the federal role was largely irrelevant, for its




cause lay fin a vast tide of social change -that flowed from
the compiex interplay of social, demographic, technological,
and other forces over which the federal govermment had
virtually no control (excluding to some degree the
judiciary), no matter what their policies.were in the 1960s.
1t was the new age of television, and of the correspond-

ing national decline of our children's\ab11ity to read (and

hence to write), and perhaps more importantly of the decline
of the ﬂg§i5 of reading. It was an age of participatory
democracy and relevance, with atrophied general education
requirements in the colleges, withering'standards for math
and science and language in the high schools, weakened
elementary school 3Rs, and trendy social studies electives.

. In the public schools, at least, homework tbﬁded to

disapbear, as too often did discipline and time-on-task. And
a poignant irony within the larger one involves the expansion
of women's‘liberatfon, which by opening up professional and
business opportunities to talented women who ~had been. long
trapped and underpaid in the classroom, thereby drained the
public schools of the bedrock core of their strength. It was
also an era of teacher unionization;'with the NEA and the
American Federation of Teachers competing "suceessfully to
organize the school districts, What resulted, in part, was
accelerated pay raises, but also- strikes against the public
interest, a single-pay scale that mocked economic reality and
drove talented math a;d science teachers from the schools,
and .a resistance to teachef competency testing that combined
with union . protections to make it virtually impossible to

r s
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dismiss fincompetent teachers.l  With the flight of the
talented women and the underpaid math and science teachers, -
the quality of the public school teachers fell into steep
decline. Teaching had never drawn the best students, but by
1979-80 the nation's college students planning to major in
general education scored an appalling average of 339 on the
verbal portion of the SAT test - 80 points below the\already
dismal national average.52 Add to this the disruptions
inherent in the massive busing schemes ordered by federal
judges to achieve racial balance in large metropolitan schooi’
districts, and it is easy to - understand why the brighter
students whose parents could afferd it fled the public
schools for private ones, and why the students of middle =
ability who were left behind fell jnio precipitous academic
decline. - -
While Presidents Kennedy and Johnson were trying in
unprecedented.‘ways to help the bottom fifth, which indeed
desperately needed help, the vast middle, the vital center of
the pub?ié trust in its future, was beginning to collaﬁse,
and the top talent was fleeing to the private sector.
Arrayed against such vast social forces, the new federal.

L]

Slpuring the period 1976-82, the city of Philadelphia
was able to dismiss only 24 of its 13,000 teachers; a typical
dismissal took two years, and involved extensive legal fees.

52Perceptive recent discussions of the causés of the
education decline include The New Republic's education issue

- of 18 April 1981, and Phil Keisling's three-part series in

the Baltimore Sun, October 20, 21, and 22, 1982. Keisling
reports tnat when the Lemon Grove school district in southern
California gave to all of ts properly degreed and certified
teachers a literacy test scaled to eighth-grade levels, 35%
flunked one or more parts.
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efforts a‘lmed' at remedial rescue were occasionally heroic,

often of limited effect.‘ivenéss, and on rare occasion, were

even outrageous (any bureaucracy capable of dictating the
“Lau remedies," as Secretary of Education Shirl ey Hufstedtler
did in 1979, has got to be closely watched). But overall,
the Kennedy-Johnson 1n1t‘iatives were vastly overwhe]med by
‘the socfal tides that flowed around them. If the Kennedy-
Johnson administrations tannot"legjtimate]y claim credit for
successfully rescuing the children of the poor, than at least
they gave it the first serious try, and neither can they
fairly be asked to shoulder a major burden of blame for
Johnhy and Jane's modern inability to read and é:ounti. _'So the
federal interest in the quality of American education
legitimately. abides with us, even against the Reagan tide.
We should learn from our history what the federal government
does well, and maximize it in our future. We should .also
'lea’rn‘ from a critical and candid scrutiny of our history
where we seem cdnsistent]y to have failed, to have f\é]\l?n far

short of our expecfations, to ‘have- ensnarled ourselves
\unprofitany in the mesh of federalism's inherent dilemma
over federal control. Future historians will egp]ore how
well we have learned the lessons of the past.
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"ESSAY ON METHOD. AND SOURCES (

Normally an essay on méthod would h&t be necessary for a
study based on archival sghrceé, because historical research
in archival evidence has been a staple over the centuries,
and 1 certainly claim no major breakthrough here. In the
United States since the administration pf Franklin Roosevelt,
the development - of -the presidentia/ library s&steh has

somewhat regionalized archival .access 'to documentary evidence:
from the executive branch, and the presidential 1ibrdries in

Boston and Austin contain rich lodes for the 1960s that are
only beginning to be tapped. UnfOr;urnate1y, the important
Nixon archives remain closed throuéh litigation. So my
research is basically grounded ﬁﬁ thg~'Kehnedy and Johnson
archives, especially 'the massive holdings in the LBJ

Library. =~ But the key to my sense‘%f perspeétive on those
1 . * —_—

millions of White House documents 1?%5 elsewhere -- primarily
from three sources. o |

The most important, and the one that I had least
anticipated at the beginning, wa§ the archival reposito?& of
the Bureau of fhe Budget in\,;he thiona1\ Archives 1in

_Washington, D.C. And thereby hangs a tale. Wilbur Cohen

loves to describe Lyndon Johnson's decision-making process as
essentially an exercise in triangu.gtion." Joe .Califano would

. * “ w.ﬁ- : i //S
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typically send the president for his night reading a file of
"memos fuil* of policy recommendations with an approve/dis-
- approve box, and on the major items Johnson would’ neither
typ1ca11y approve nor disapprove. Instead, he would scr1bb1e
something like “Check this swith Clifford and Fortas" -- orf
with Mansf1e1d and Russe]] and long, "or whoever, always -
seeking policy consensus before he committed himself. ‘
S1m11ar1y, my research h1nged on'a tr1anqu1at1on that 1 had

o not 1n1t1a11y anticipated. “One party was,~ obviously .the

President and his White House staff. The second was the
world of the mission agency involved in education, be it HEW,
most often USOE, but also NSF, NIH, OST, aqg others. The
third would norma]]y have involved the Cgpgress. But the
literature on "the .Congress is abundant and Congressional
hearings and votes are almost instantly available. What'l
sought was another third leg of the policy stool for primary
research -- not the Congress, which was important.and was
attracting legions of fine Congressional scholars =-- but
instead the Bureau of the -Budget.  The BOB files in the
National, Archives are a goid mine, éspecially because they
can provide that crucia1\.di sion of internal,. executive
branch triangulation that Wilbur Cohen talked about, and they
tend to do so with refresh1ng1y nonbureaucratic candor.
Typically during the. mid- sixties, LBJ's semi-secret -task
forces would propose brace of new program proposa]s, the
line agencies woul respond nervousty and sometimes
resentfu]]y, and the policy and program analysts in the
bﬁﬁdget Bureau wqy]d rep]y with the confidence and sometimes
the cockiness that . s1gna11ed the e]an of a bureaucrat1c
elite, viewed from the perspect1ve of their jea]ous]y guarded
role as keepers of the 1nstitutjona1 memory and the integrity
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of the Executive Branch. So, like LBJ, 1 have enjoyed my
triangulation, but with a slightly different clientele.
Indeed, since one cannot ignore the Congress, my triangle in
effect became a quadrangle, with White House task forces

~proposing new program ideas, and with responses flowing in

from the 1line agencies, from the relevant Congressional

/\\ committees, and always from the Budget Buread. So my book

f10wshfrom this quadrangular vortex, which makes the analysis

very complicated - but comp1i¢qted it was. Néverthe]ess, the’

~evidence necessary to clarify this complex process of policy
evolution is abundant. '

" The oral history interviews in the presidential
libraries are anQexce11ent and easf1y dccessible source of
contemporary perspective and candid. opinion, especially
because the interviewers were usually well informed and a§ked

“hard, probing questions. - The transcripts are usually
avai]ab]e on interlibrary 7loan. 1 greatly profited from
reading the following oral history interviews:

k-3

Hugh Gardner Ackley ~ Phillip. S. Hughes

" Lucile Anderson - ~ Dwight Ink '
David Bell Francis Keppel
Joseph Califano Henry Loomis

., Douglass Cater Harry McPherson .-

- Anthony Celebrezze .~ John Macy .
Wilbur Cohen ) Mike Manatos
Nolan Estes Peter Muirhead
Myer Feldman : Walter Mylecraine
James GaithgtT\ ; _ Richard Neustadt
Kermit Gordon ‘ - Albert Quie
Samuel Halperin ~ Wayne Reed -
Ben Heineman " Charles Schultze
Donald Hornig David Seeley
Harold Howe 11 A - James Sundquist -

Charles Zwick
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Actually, the Califano interview is not a standard oral
history transcript, but rather a taped ihteryiew with Robert
Hawkinson. élt is ‘both puzzling and régrettab]e that neither
Ca]itane\ nor Moyers nor Sorensen left proper oral
histories. Also missing, given my reésearch interests; are
oral  history transcripts for wi1]iam Cannon, Edith Green,
Waype Morse, Carl Perkins, and Adam Clayton Powell. The
class of the Kennedy oral history collection ~is Myer
Fe]%ﬁ%n“s unusual seven-volume interview; at the LBJ library
it is a close race for honors between Wilbur Cohen and Harry
McPherson. _ \\\QQ ' -

. “Unlike most social séience reséarchers, I did not use
personal interviews as a primary substantive source of
evidence. Nevertheless, 1 requested 20 'interviews, and
conducted 18 of them. A1l were ong§ecord,' but none was
formally structured or taped. They varied widely in length
and informational value (three were by telephone; incTlding
one of the best and longest, with James Gaither in San
Francisco), but all were helpful and are warmly appreciated:

Henry Aaron - . Samuel Halperin *
Joseph Califano _Catharine Heath
William Cannon Paul Hill

William Daniel Carey Harold Howe 11
Douglass Cater Francis Keppel
Wilbur Cohen - Joseph Laitin

Myer Feldman Charles Lee
William Friday ® Charles Radcliffe
James Gaither

John Gardner -

a

No one refused to talk to me on the record, although I was
unfortunately unable ;o‘connect.1ogiética11y with Sorensen
and Moyers in New York.
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The heart of the presidential libraries is the White
House Central Files (WHCF), 1nc1ud1ng the cruc1a1 aide
files. The chief: repository for education legislation in the

;Kennedy 11brany 1s in the files of Myer Feldman, but the
Sorensen f11es are 1mportant also.  In the Johnson Library,
the best source is in the rather Massive files .of James
Gaither (138 linear feet), but also including the files of
Bi11 Moyers (91 linear feet), Joseph Califano (77 1linear
Eﬂfeet), Dbuglass Cater (37 linear feet), Lawrence 0'Brien. (35

linear feet), Harry McPhersen (26 “1inear feet), Fred Bohen

and Matthew Nimetz (* 5 linear feet each) There is also an
education subject f11e of 11 1linear feet, and'an important
series of task force f11es from the-Ga1ther collection.
During his tenure as President, Lyndon Johnson directed
federa1; departments and agencies to prepare narrative

" histories with’ supporting documents for inclusion in the

presidential archives.v These sixty-four admihistratiVe
histories‘vary‘wide1y in volume and-quality, ranging from the

eighteen volumes and twelve archive boxes on the Department

of Health, Educat1on, and - We1fare, to a slim rep§rt on the
Commlttee on Purchases of Blind-Made Products. Fortunately,
the thousand-page history of the U.S. Office of Educatidn,is
one of the most objective and richest in detail. The Bureau
of the Budget administrative history is also excellent.

| Finally, in Washington,” two important .archives were
convenient to my home and University 1ocation in Maryland.
Most important was the OMB Records Division of the National
Archives. But also 1mportant was the Office of Education
Historical Po11cy Files, which is essent1a11y the remarkable
collection compiled carefully over the years by Dr. Cather1ne
Heath, "and deposited in the NIE Library. The coL]ection
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contains 131 volumes of policy—files (34 linear feet) a1ph5- . R
betically arranged by subject, approximately 600 volumes (43
linear feet) of .pub1ications -on educational topics, and -
abprokimhte]y 90 volumes (6 linear feet) of congress1ona1_
hearings -and commi ttee reports. The ERIC system of 1nforma- ’ L g
tion retrieval was of only modest assistance in my research, M
but ERIC was understandably not constructed with a research
project’ 1ike mine in ming . which connects brO@d‘ policy
questions to specific archival documents. The <secondary - o
sources I needéﬂ/were eas11y jdentified and ava11able, and
the rest was a matter of archival digging. ERIE; on “thé
other hand, operates mostly .in the broad middle, %%gggct1ng
researchers with highly specific and often high1y-technica1
~ questions and interests across the extraordinarily broad
spectrum of education research. . g, '
Bibliographically, one should beg1n “with Fred Green-
stein, Larry Berman, and Alvin Felzenberg, Evolution of the
Modern  Presidency. (Washington: American Enferprise'
Institute, 1977). Thomas E. Cronin deservedly owns the. turf ‘; W
‘ on The State of the Presidency (Beston: =ilittle, Brown,
- 1380). * The best quide to the Kennedy pres1dency remains
Theodore Soﬂensen s Kennedy (New York: Harper s Row,
i 1965). ” Ther@ is no equivalent comprehensive memoir for the
s Johnson yearshwbut Johnson's memoir, The Vantage Point (New
\\“~*w ' York: Holt, 5§1nehart and w1nston, 1971), was coauthored py i
a host of aides, and the Johnson presidency is ably asseszéd
L ~dn Robert"A.; Divine (ed.), Exploring the Johnson “Years
(Austin: University of Texas Press, ~1981), especially
Divine's Chapter 1 on LBJ, and my Chapter 5'on education. By
far the best Johnson a1de memoir is McPherson's A Political.
_Little, Browng 1972). Califano's A

£
¥
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Presidential Nation (MNew York: Norton, 1975) is disappoint-

ing. Eric Goidman's The Tragedy of Lyndon Johnson (New
York: Knopf, 1969) is perceptive, but it is aiso obviousiy

self-serving. . . .
The standard contemporary studies on education are
Stephen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Office of
Z Law {Syracuse: Syracuse University

Education Administers

) Pres§:?1968); Fugene Eidenberg and Roy D. Morey, An Act of
Congress (New York: Norton, 1969); and Julie Roy Jeffrey,

Education of the Children of the Poor (Columbus: .Qhio State

University Press, 1976). Add to that Norman C. thomas -

Education. in National Politics (New York: McKay, 1975); and

the able dissertation of Robert E. Hawkinson, "Presidential
Program Formulation in Education: Lyndon Johnson and the

89th Congress" (unpublished Ph.D dissertation, University of’

Chicago, 1977). Also recommended is the unpublished
dissertation of Jose Chavez, "Presidential Influence on the
Politics of Higher Education: The Higher Education Act of

1965" (University of Texas at Austin, 1975). Philip Reed

Ruion has written an unconvincing defense of LBJ asr The

'”Cbmpassionate.Samaritan (Chicago: Nelson-Hail, 1981).

Since my introduction contains a biblioigraphical
analysis of the education policy literature, I will not go
into further detail here. Superior books on aspects of the

Pre@idency and the federal government that range beyond o

eduCation, and that anaTyze the domestic policy processes of
government, include the following: Henry Aaron, Politics and
the ?rofessors {Washington: Brookings, 1976); Patrick

Anderson, The President’'s Men (Garden City: Doubleday,

1968); Thomas E. Cronin and Sanford d. Greenberg (eds.) The
Presidential Advisory System (New York: Harper & Row, 1969);

{



Richard F. Fenno, Jr., Congressmen in Committees (Boston:
Littie, Brown, 1973); Otis L. Graham, Jr., Toward a Planned
Society (New York, Oxford, 1976); Hugh Heclo, A Government of
Strangers  (Washington: Brookings, 'i§§7T;‘ Stephen Hess,
Organinizing the Presidency {(Washington: Brookings, 1976);
Richard Tanner Johnson, Managing the White House (New York:
Harper & Row, 1974); Louis W. Koening, The Chief Executive
(New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1975); Sar A.
Levitan and .Robert Taggert, A Promise of Greatness
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976); Emmette S. -
Redford and Marlan Blisset, Organizing the ExecutiVe Branch
(Chicago: .University of Chicago Press, 1981); Francis E.
Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and Puhlic Policy (Boston:
Little, Brown, 1969); Haroid Seidman, Politics, Position, and
Power (New York: Oxford, 1970); and James L. Sundquist,
Politics and Policy: The EisenhbWer, Kennedy, and Johnson
Years (Washington: Brookings, 1968).

Superior artfc]es in the same cdtegory are: William D.
Carey, "Présidential Staffing in the Sixties and Seventies,"
Pubiic Admiﬁ?stration Review XXIX (September/October 1969),
450-58; Thomas E. Cronin and Norman C. Thomas, "Educational
Policy Advisors and the Great Society, Public Policy (Fall
1970); Nathan Glazer, "On Task Forcing," The Public Interest
(Spring 1968), 40-45; HugﬁmHéc1o, "Issue Networks.and the
executive, Establishment,” in Anthony King (ed.), The New
Americai?%%]itica] System (Washington: American Enterprise
Institute,‘1978); Hugh Heclo, “"The OMB and the Presidency,"
The Public Interest (Winter 1975), 80-98; William
Leuchtenburg, "The Genesis of the Great Society,” The
Reporter (April 21;'1966), 36-39; Richard E. Neustadt, "The
Presidency and Legisiation: The Growth of Central Clear-
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ance,” American Political Science Review 48 (1954), 641-71;
[Hugh Sidey] “The White House Staff vs. the Cabinet: Hugh
Sidey Interviews Bill Moyers," Nash{ngton Monthly (February
1969), 2-8, 78-50; Nancy Kegan Smith, "Presidential Task
Force Operation During the Johnson Administration,” mimeo-
graph, LBJ Library, 26 June 1978; MNorman C. Thomas, "Presi-
_dential Advice and Information: Policy and Program Formula-
tion," Law and Contemporary Probiems 35 (Sammér 1970), 540-
72; Norman Thomas and Harold Wolman, “The Presidency and
Poiicy Formatioh: The Task ‘Force Device," Public Administra-

tion Review 29 (September/October 1969), 459-70; James Tobin,
"The Political Economy of the 1960's" in David C. Warner

(ed.), Toward New Human Rights (Austin: Lyndon B. Johnson

School of Public Affairs, 1977), 33-50; James Q. Wilson, "The
Rise of the Bureaucratic State," The Public Interest 41 (Fall
1975), 77-103; and Adam Yarmolinsky, "Ideas Into Programs,"
The Public Interest 2 (Winter 1966), 70-79. ,

These are superior guides to the hard questions and the
central debates of the 1960s, but they are no substitute to
archival digging in the primary sources.
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